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PRIVATE EFFORTS

Overview

One of the most active grassroots efforts during the past decade
has been that of vVietnam War activists. They have pressed
successfully on several fronts, and it is these activists, and the
families of unaccounted-for servicemen that have kept the POW/MIA
issue at the forefront of public attention. At times, private

Committeea’s formation) they have demanded investigations into the
Government’s actions. Most of these activities have been both
altruistic and effective; some have been well-intentioned, but have
not served POW/MIA families; and a few have been outright scams of
the most reprehensible kind.

To examine private-sector POW/MIA activities, the Committee
documented a wide range of public-awareness campaigns and other
activities, investigated recent reconnaissance and rescue
operations conducted overseas s reviewed the role of various groups
in distributing-photographs purporting to depict POWs in Southeast
Asia after Operation Homecoming, and reviewed professional
fundraising conducted in the name of various POW/MIA organizations.

Public Awareness Campaigns

Many private organizations engage in a range of successful public~
awareness campaigns designed to educate the public about the
POW/MIA issue. These efforts include rallies, marches, educational
forums, newsletters and heéwspapers, television and radio programs,
holiday ceremonies, the sale of memorabilia (such as POW bracelets
and t-shirts), the creation of memorials and parks to honor
POW/MIAs, foot races, and vigils. Some have funded scholarships for
the families of POW/MIAS; others have sponsored legislative
initiatives across the country. The accomplishments of these
organizations are too extensive to be fully explored in this
report, but a summary of the achievements of several organizations
is included in this chapter.

Reconnaissance/ Rescue Missions

During the Committee’s year-long investigation, a reconnaissance
and rescue operation known as “Team Falcon," was undertaken by the
private sector, ostensibly to locate and rescue American POWs
believed to be held in Laos. Lauded at first by activists, it was
disavowed by them when it was determined that contributors were
misled, money lost, participants duped, and no PoOwW was identified,
located or repatriated.

The Committee also examined a reconnaissance and rescue operation
known as Skyhook II, led by former Congressman John LeBoutillier.
It learned that U.S. Government officials illegally attempted to
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i iated with
i gun or members of the Lao Resistance associa d w
groﬁégﬁ hIa:gld Itsaj]E.so found that other U.S. Government off:.g:.ziz
h]eq{ped to s.olicit funds for Skyhook II; and that money raise

funnelled through a Bangkok bank account.

ivi . Col.
d certain activities conducte_d by Lt

e coj'l'n;gst:‘.?:ii:vji%g;, Ret.) and found that, desp:._te Governmeﬁt
S eten ts to repudiate and minimize its involvement with Gritz, g g
Govern ent sanctioned, encouraged, funded, approved, a.nd provi ed
Gover:;:;} al support to some of his overseas reconnaissance anf
logise g erations. Those operations serve as addition.al ev:.dence_o
llieca:rcgove?:nment attempts to use the private sector in clandestine

overseas operations can go awry.

Photographs

ivi to the Committee was the
activit of great concern ]

gggzlruiagution of Yfraudulent reports of live POWs. ;I‘heisne Sgigl?l::ié
usually attributable to noto:r::'l.ous%.yfur.x:r]:i].]:::éab]‘;:a raegeélitsed by B ate

i i oven track records o ai ' . ive
As;i :l:]; -gwfidence of live POWs and incorporated into fugdr::.z;:g
g;pegls In some cases, fundraisers 1:hemselv3?i lcc:ini?lc;;egs ?rgrgfied

. ! rts and pe e

loosely based on these agents’ repo P pOAA S

. o instance did any overseas agen > > P .
;:a:ggiceI;:le?iable evidence that U0.S. servicemen are in captivity in

Southeast Asia.

i i ied by photographs.
i elieved stories were accompanie
gﬁz mg:mmit r::g;}z bi_nvestigation of several of thqse lgggzggiiglsmz
i i al instances, inc
revealed evidence of fraud in sever . lnstances, fncluding those
i lated in 1991 that allegedly depicte . :
géigﬁ,agohn L. Robertson, Larry J. Stevens, and Albro Lundy

Fundraising

i illions of dollars
ittee’s investigation revealed that mi

gg\ere cg;men;traised for the POW/MIA cause, but the gul!c o;fs tll:llje.régng}s’
are frequently retained by the professional fundraise s hized by
certaian‘:OW/MIA organizations. Heart-wrenching stat.en‘;enthag iﬁeir
to confirm that POWs are alive in Southeast Asj'.a fan e pieals
by a private group is imminent are the basis for . peals

resc;;::zet }d(onors are virtually precluded from learning how

contributions are spent:

The Internal Revenue Service (IRS) has almost no anir;c;in;lvzozg
audit financial reports of non-profit org?-ré.}zn tha;:. on-
D ation ®give Gomors basic  information about its
grg?::‘tzzrtl;of- b?zl{:‘:eonce obtained, non-:profit status alioar:eigz
tﬁe IRS won’t collect reve{me.by loo}p.ng .close]g:niesn:ug
organization to see that it is keeping its pr .
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. The Supreme Court has held that certain aspects of charitable
fundraising are protected by the First  Amendment
guarantees.!*® Accordingly, state and federal regqulators
face substantial barriers to regulating the claims of non-

profit organizations that operate both within states and
across state lines.

. The emotions surrounding the POW/MIA issue, until recently,
have effectively dissuaded Congressional oversight and news
coverage of shady operations: it is far easier to tell the
story of a POW/MIA family’s anguish than to examine the groups
who prey on that anguish.

Public-Private Alliances

Lao Resistance

In its efforts to learn more about rumors of live Americans held in
captivity in Southeast Asia, the U.S. Government considered working
with Lao resistance forces. In August 1981, DIA's assessment of
the Lao resistance included the following:

Although the [Lao resistance] is weak, it does offer the
potential for supporting U.S. MIA efforts. A
recommendation would be to pursue both overt pressure on
the LPDR and their Soviet and Vietnamese supporters and
covert efforts through [Lao resistance] forces. On
balance, unless Hanoi and Vientiane change their
established MIA accounting policies dramatically, the
potential for success appears greater utilizing a covert
action program. However, the "risks" inherent with such
4 program are also greater.

There is no "one" Lao resistance group/element. The
movement is fragmented with the most stable elements
being among the northern tribesman and the Lao People’s
National United Liberation Front (LPNULF), a loose
coalition of various resistance elements, Other
fragmented resistance elements operating in Laos include
the Lao Liberation Movement (LLM) and the "21-18 Group, "
a formation of political elements. Although total
strength of the resistance in Laos is estimated at 6,000-
8,000, it does not pose a near-term threat to the
stability of the current regime. The resistance lacks a
dependable support base and there is little coordination
between resistance groups. Without a significant
increase in external aid accompanied by improved

**See, e.g., Riley v. National Federation of the Blind, 487

U.S. 781 (1988); see also, _Village of Schaumburg v. Citizens for

a _Better Environment, 444 U.S. 620 (1980).
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ipli i i istance will
discipline and organization, .the ]:..ao res
remaiﬁ nothing more than a minor irritant to the Lao
People’s Democratic Republic and a poor single focus for

U.S. MIA efforts.

resistance movements have gainec:.l a limited amount of
z;:ipathy and support by propagandizing and recru:.tingbit
the village level. They have not yet, ho.we\{er, been ah e
to establish secure bases of operation within Laos. They
primarily operate from base camps a.along the 'I'haJ.-Lz;o
border and, less commonly, the Lg.o-ChJ.n_a border area. n
the northernmost provinces, aid is provided to the Hmong,
Yao, and EKmou tribesmen by China. In the panhandle
region, Democratic Kampuchean (_DK) resistance .elementz ‘
supported by the Thai, provide nominal aid to cai
resistance forces. The Thai also provide assistance anl
direction to select resistance elements in the centra

area.

i ctual MIA-related activity, Lao resistance
gig;:gtggcoild travel through gove_rnment controlled areas
in search of U.S. crash/grave sites and could prgv:.de
information concerning the locations o_f such sites.
These operations could be covertly'accomplz.ghed employing
small reconnaissance teams to avoid detection by LPDR or
Vietnamese military forces. The 'small covert team
concept appears feasible if the- resistance element dw;s
strongly motivated and the U.S. interests represented by
trusted indigenous personnel.

is possibility that the LPDR or SRV intelligence
ggiﬁic;s II:ave infil‘grated the resistance movement. hrTlI?e
likelihood of a penetration is greater among the eth ic
Lao resistance elements than with the tribesmen wdgse
ethnic association is closer and whose ]:or!g-stan ;ﬂg
animosity toward Lao and Vietnamese is traditional. 'ble
non-tribal Lao resistance elements are more suscepti le
to infiltration due to the fra_gmenteq nature of .t.eli‘
movements and their varying ethnic, social, and politica
composition and objectives. These same weaknesses a:;z
the primary reason we see no near-term chance of succe
for unification of the Lao resistance movements.

ommittee found no clear evidence that the U.S.
aé:gg:ggnttgitfally worked directly u_ritl} Lao res:.stancebf o:;cl:_les,Utge
Committee did obtain evidence of J.ndJ.rec1:. efforts by \ tethc.asé
Government to fund Lao resistance e]..ements in th_e hopehs tha Ehose
elements would provide information concerning the pg sible
existence of POWs in Laos. This .i:s ironic becaus_;e, as stehat reh
later in this chapter, the Committee found evidence at Lao
resistance forces have been responsible for the disseminati
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false and misleading information concerni i
in Souchoamt aoadi ing the existence of POWs

uestions About U.S. Government Involvement
with Private Efforts to Fund Lao Resistance
The Committee received evidence in the form of iti
documents and affidavits!®® indicating that in 1982, g??fg;:i:ngf
the National Security Council apparently had approved a proposed
projegt_ intended to raise private funds for POW/MIA~related
activities in Laos that ultimately resulted in funds being received
by the Lao resistance. It was alleged that Richard T. Childress
a'former.member of the NSC responsible for Southeast Asia Anﬁ
Hll}s.Grlffiths, Executive Director of the National Leagée of
Families, and former Congressman John LeBoutillier participated in

raising these funds. The project ulti
Srtoos e Proj imately would become known as

Both Griffiths and Childress were full

. -fit ( h Y cooperative with the
gomm+ttee § lnvestigation and both strongly deny any allegation or
implication that they helped raise funds for Lao resistance groups.

Griffiths has asserted that:

The. truth is that money which went to Thailand was
solicited and spent by John LeBoutillier, not by the
Wh;te House, in his attempt to gain proof of live
prisoners...LeBoutillier asked for a wvalid non-profit
group which could accept contributions and disperse them
in support of his efforts to seek information and
ev1@ence of living U.S. POWs. Since it was not a League
project and knowing that Support Our POW/MIAs still

retained that status, I contacted Betty Bartel
possibility... ’ ) 4 els about the

Betty agreed to receive and disperse the funds, based on
LeBoutillier’s assurance as a sitting Member of Congress
that nothing illegal would be undertaken and that the
efforts were not counter to U.S. Government policy or

law; however, neither the League nor Betty kmew how the
funds were spent.!®!

%0 see particularly: 1) Ivan Kalister deposition and
associated exh;b*tg; 2) Bert Hurlbut deposition and affidavit; 3)
Errol Bond deposition and associated exhibits; 4) Francis Mullen
diﬁggit%gn ang gssocigted exhibits; 5) John Fisher deposition and
affidavit; an ) John LeBoutillier memorandum to Ted
dated October 10, 1992. sampley

‘”Hemoraqdqm to the Board of Directors of the National
League of Families, from Ann Mills Griffiths, June 8, 1987
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In his Jan. 8, 1993 letter to Sens. EKerry and Smith, Childress
wrote:

Apparently the press has a staff draft of the SSC report
that alleges I, as a member of the NSC staff, sppported
the Lao resistance and facilitated gun-running. I
labeled it as a smear and warned against publication.

As noted in my deposition, which appears to have been
ignored in the draft report, to the contrary, I
personally intervened with Congressmen Hendon and
LeBoutillier in 1982 and indicated the White House could
not deal with them if such activities were contemplated.
We learned of this through a State Department cable ?hat
alleged Congressman LeBoutillier’'s representatives
intended on raising a private army. I asked for and
received a letter from Mr. LeBoutillier which was
distributed in the government that he _apd his
representatives would desist from such activities. I
have never even met Congressman LeBoutillier’'s "agents,”
and they attempted to interfere directly in our
negotiations with Laos, a matter of record.

Further, I ensured that official U.S. government
intelligence activities would not use Lao resistance
personnel, discouraged support for the Lao resistance by
other groups (again it is a matter o{ recoxd), delet?d
known resistance personnel from White House public
events, and negotiated a joint communique with the Lao
government that the U.S. woulg Fespeq; their
independence, neutrality and territorial lntegrlty'due to
their concerns over the Lao resistance and potential U.S.
support. This was done to build the requisite trust
between our governments to make POW/MIA cooperation

possible.

I covered in my deposition the events surrounding
Congressman LeBoutillier’s regquests of DEA and their
subsequent disconnect with him due to some lnvglvement
with arms. I did not learn of the arms angle until later
when called by Mr. LeBoutillier’s attorney, ATF and
subsequently DEA. I was informed earlier by DEA that the
initiative could not be approved due to DEA budget
restrictions. Mr. LeBoutillier asked me about arms on
one occasion and I turned him down flat. That too is in

my deposition.

I request that this letter be made a part of the record
or g;bropriate corrections be made to reflect what
actually transpired. Such blatant inaccuracies and
omissions smack of an apparent attempt by someone on the
Committee Staff with agendas other than the issue. If
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rue, it will certainl
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y detract from what al]l hoped would

t
be a i
n objective report on a serious national issue that

does not fuel more

domestic attacks and allow

concentration where it belongs, on Hanoi.!6?

In August 1982, a 501(c)(3 ]
as Support Our'POW/ ( {(I%cﬁt?gzsgempt) POW/MIA organization known
receiving tax-deductible donations:

bank accounts in Southeast Asia and

headed by Betty Bartels

: be
which were then transfeéredg:g
elsewhere for the Skyhook II

project. Thereafter, as set fo
: rth bel i
raised from various donors for thees?c;iloipkprIOIXlemfafi?ty 5200,000 was

resistance forces, presumably to f

locate, identify and repatriate Ame

rican POWs.

Th ’ volvw
€ chronology of SOP’s invol ement in the "Diwan Project" is well
well-

documented in
: contemporaneous
According to those notes,

notes kept by Bett
not Y Bart .
Griffiths telephoned Bartels eizd

re ’
quested SOP’'s federal tax number and the names of the members of

SOP’'s board of directors.

June 22, 1982

«+ -« . Ann wanted to use the
some funds, from undisclose
funds to a bank accoun
Tequested that I check
telegraphed overseas, i.e

by mail, etc.
10 July 1982

JSOP] bank account to deposit
sources, and later cable the
t out of the country. Ann

with our bank how funds could be

- s by telephone call, in person,

I met with Ann Griffitﬁ;hand Carol Bates in their room in
€ére was no one else
Comolenaty’ Trr e and Corol chet Srle Boiect s
- ved nothing th i
t?:eState erg. policies, DoD policies? etzt s agglnst
g n permission to discuss this plan with.ﬁ&.hﬁsba:gs
r

the Stouffers hotel.

2Sen. Smith letter to

Report.

s Childress, Ja

omiss { ; ¢+ Jan. 16, 19 i

that ;23 Ogrghlidress complete letter was an gmisiignfxgi:}qi‘

after thé a ssley feferred & case to the Justice Depaétm il res

inaccuraci ommittee’s authority expired; and outlines fa :n

Senocs ag;e;rgoirgcged before the Report was filed with gh:al
inted by the Government Print i

text of Sen. Smith’s letter is contained iinghgfiigzé ibcggzlete
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George Bartels and ask not to discuss it with anyone
else. I was again reminded that it was most important
this entire matter be kept in strictest confidence; that
the National League of Families Boards were not aware of
this. Only a U.S. Senator, to remain unnamed, and the

white House, Ann, Carol and myself were aware.

-
-

Errol Bond, SOP’s Vice President and accountant, testified that he

assumed that Dick Childress was involved because Ann had
indicated that it !the Diwan funding] had the blessing of

the white House.!®

Bond further testified that it was his understanding that the
approval for the project:

robably came from the Prtlasiident or somebody

éeliing Dick Childress to go ahead.

Thereafter, commencing on August 2, 1982 and continuing through
1985, SOP received checks totaling approximately $200,000 and
deposited them into its account at Security Pacific National Bank
in Palm Desert, California. During this period, Bartels would
telephone Griffiths and advise her of the receipt of the various
checks and Griffiths would, by telephone, instruct Betty Bartels to
wire-transfer the funds to certain accounts. Pursuant to
instructions received from Griffiths, SOP wire-transferred these
funds to certain accounts. Most of the money, approximately
$156,000, was transferred to an account at Bank of America,
Bangkok, in the name of Mushtaq. Ahmed Diwan. A smaller portion was
transferred to an account at Chemical Bank in New York in the name

of Narinder S. Saluja.

Narinder Saluja resides in Bangkok and was interviewed by the
Committee via telephone in November 1992. He informed the staff
that when monies were deposited in his New York account at Chemical

Bank as described above, he would then transfer a like amount in
cash to Shinkle in Bangkok. Saluja claims that Shinkle asked him
to use his bank account as a conduit for money because Saluja had
businesses in New York and Bangkok, enabling him to transfer money

overseas quickly.

The Committee received evidence that most of these contributions
discussed above were solicited by Bert Hurlbut, a Texas oilman who
is convinced that live POWs remained in Southeast Asia. Hurlbut
testified that Griffiths asked him in 1982 to raise private funds

163gond deposition, p. 28.

l641bid., p. 26.
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to try to bring POWs ba
ck from Southeast ia, 165
Hurlbut, he agreed to assist and was told ﬁ;?:. a ta?cczc;ﬁ%j;l:gibfo
. - e
information about the at
infor ) account came via Griffiths, 166 4
0 believe that the project had the blessing OBf Judg}tlauftligl::i ::csi

The

Mushltnggeyﬁgébug_raised was transferred to the Bangkok account

Rhamvongsa 168 iwan and then given to Shinkle and Pun ,of

member of t.:he R ccfrding to DIA, Patrick EKhamvongsa is a 2trle

er members oc:'fyatheL ax?a Force with ties to Phoumi Nosavagrfau:g
© resistance. ;

work for Brig. Gen. Heine Aderholt (Ret I ;1 13984, Patrick began to

he fun
group f%:sr t;;:;af:fred &cg: the Diwan account went to a Lao resista
that some of tho fOnS- Bond testified that he learned in lgce
the Lao resistan unds had been used to buy arms and ammunition f o
about his Bctio: E?. 171'(I.S. intelligence agents contacted H nlbor
for the Lo’ ::. les, b}1712: he was not asked to Cease fundr:!: ihe
active member ofegﬁtlons' During that time, Hurlbut waJ:lng
of Gen. John Sin langorld Anti- Communist League and an assoc:‘.af-ff-;-1
raising funds % (Ret.) during the time Singlaub was activel
and providing equipment to the Lao resistance.f?‘:,’e y

Staff notes from a June 21
: - 1990 teleph i : . .
in connection with the wori of a 120riOJl.3 ggmmle J'-:E:Zv ;::tgl:th Shinkle

. . Shinkle was asked if he h
ad e i
mon:g ;prough a 'bank account bearing :ﬁ: :zgzl‘ﬁiih:ny
Ahm iwan. Shinkle stated that he had. He continu:g

'**Hurlbut deposition, p. 7.
¥61hid., p. 10.

71bid., p. 11.

181bid., p. 14

"Hurlbut affidavit.

"®Bond deposition, p. 72.
'Hurlbut deposition, p. 27.

"Hurlbut affidavit.

173
Hazardous Duty, J.K. Singlaub, Summit Books, New York
14

1991, p. 456,
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by stating that he received approximately $154,000.00
from this account. He believed the exact amount was
$153,212.00. The money was obtained through donations by
former Congressman John LeBoutillier. The arrangement
for the monies to be received in the Diwan account was
done by Ann Mills Griffiths and Richard Childress. The
account was established by a friend of his who is of
Indian origin that he has known for some years. When
asked what he spent the money on, Shinkle replied "Field
Operations." The money [was] used to buy boots, field
packs and other items for resistance groups in Laos. . .

Records of the Diwan bank account show that, during a portion of
the relevant period, a total of $578,689.42 was wire-transferred
into the account from a variety of sources from various banks
throughout the world. Other than as set forth above, the Committee
was unable to locate Diwan, or determine either the sources or

ultimate recipients of these funds.

In a deposition, Griffiths provided her account of the origins of
the Skyhook II project. She stated that in June 1982, LeBoutillier
sought to raise funds for a POW intelligence/rescue project which
ultimately would become known as Skyhook II. LeBoutillier would
discuss his proposed activity with both Griffiths and Childress.
Griffiths said she understood that LeBoutillier was interested in
obtaining intelligence information on live POWs and that it was his
intention to then provide that information to the Government.
Griffiths did not dispute the accuracy of Betty Bartels’ SOP notes
which reflect that officials at the NSC approved of the proposed
project and that it was important that the existence of the project

be kept secret.!’

Griffiths agreed to help LeBoutillier by finding an existing
charitable organization which would receive tax-deductible
donations on behalf of LeBoutillier and then transfer those funds
to Southeast Asia for the proposed Skyhook II project. Accordingly,
she contacted an acquaintance who was an official of a dormant
California 501(c)(3) (tax-exempt) organization known as Save Our
POW/MIAs, Inc. Griffiths explained the situation to the official,
Betty Bartels, and it was agreed that SOP would receive donations
on behalf of LeBoutillier’'s project and then transfer those monies
to bank accounts as directed by Griffiths and/or LeBoutillier.
Approximately $200,000 was raised from a handful of private donors
who understood that their donations would be used to fund a
clandestine POW project in Southeast Asia which had "the blessing

of the White House."

Other Efforts Related to lLao Resistance Forces

1%4Griffiths deposition
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The Committee learned of an attempt by LeBoutillier and others to
obtain Government identification, radios and 10 handguns for
Skyhook II‘s contacts within the Lao resistance movement.!’
Following discussions with officials of the Drug Enforcement
Administration and the NSC, LeBoutillier purchased the handguns in
Virginia in 1984 through an acquaintance. The handguns were
intended to be shipped to Thailand for Skyhook 1II. Prior to
purchasing the handguns, LeBoutillier had attempted to secure the
assistance of DEA in providing Government identification and radios
for Skyhook II's operations in Thailand. Although DEA apparently
took preliminary steps towards providing government identification
to Skyhook II’s agents in Thailand, those efforts and any efforts
to provide radios apparently were short lived. In addition,

LeBoutillier sought DEA's assistance in transporting the handguns
to Thailand.

After learning of the purchases of the handguns, the Bureau of

Alcohol Tobacco and Firearms conducted an investigation of possible
firearms violations.

As a result of its investigation, ATF
recommended that LeBoutillier be prosecuted for firearms violations

related to his straw purchases of the handguns.

In 1986 the U.S. Attorney for the Northern District of Virginia
declined to prosecute, based in part upon the fact that there was
evidence that LeBoutillier’s activities had been sanctioned by the

U.S5. Government. The investigation failed to determine what
ultimately happened to the handguns.

Recent Reconnaissance and Rescue Missions

From at least the early 1980s, there have been several well-
publicized attempts by American citizens to locate and rescue POWs
believed to be held captive in Southeast Asia. Set forth below is
a description and analysis of two recent such missions. The first

was conducted in 1992. The second, conducted by three POW/MIA
activists from Florida, took place in 1988.

Team Falcon

Team Falcon, a 1992 reconnaissance and rescue operation, raised
more than $60,000 from concerned citizens, including a POW/MIA
family member. It was a futile exercise, doomed to fail from its
inception because it lacked reliable information about the

'“As part of its investigation of this matter, the Committee
reviewed Bureau of Alcohol, Tobacco and Firearms case files and
other documents, and took testimony from government officials.

The depositions and files are archived as part of the Committee
record.
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i H articipants lacked
cation of any POWs; second, the p 8 lacke
eﬁisggggsizgg ;gd logistical resources needed to ensgre]?'mtfi;fnai
iy . and because they relied almosp exclusive ya- P D o
::Sgsigﬁal Phoumano Nosavan, who is notorious for providing
’

information to POW hunters.

f the
Hendrickson and Charley Taylor, members O
Ek;:::slgglﬁ'lnﬁd verification Task Force, planne;dml earirg.:ls:.op% W:?
theast Asia to locate and rescue three can BO¥S.
Soud ickson and Taylor are retired Vietnam veterﬁ? who are
receivi 100 percent disability payments from the Ve ans
recglylzg tion for health problems relat+ng to Post—g?;uma i
A.dmlm-sD:'::order They claimed that the mission was planne eciyof
they = J-'vt-:‘d "intelligence information" from Howard ank#g:siican
oy recelh t purported to identify the locatioq of live e n
Dow/MIA s ir g rEheast Asia.!’ This information allegedly wat
Eggé?igastgnfugiiouser by two Lao Amerigi;s, Bo ﬁozli;{tggg iﬁzt
i r. F ouser ha
zﬂgﬁbggn éhgt? i&ﬁ%ﬁﬁﬁ&fgg& el?is belief that there were no MIAs

left alive.!?”’

5
Following a series of meetings in the Fall pf lgil,sggagogaiSOEhggn
f d and began soliciting money. .A?proxlmate Y ‘ 0 is know:
o h been raised from a variety of prlvat? ur ﬁms
b _hi;:ge 1l earticipants in the mission also spent considerable s
é?dtﬁzi;aoﬁi money in connection with the effort.

i isi for the
indivi i ilv responsible for raising the money Ic
one lnqlVngiisﬂziﬁiigiézn, fgylor and Ted McGarry. By aﬁsﬁﬁ;ngagg
operatlngility that they knew where POWs were beﬁ?q' iurit d
t?:hﬁﬁfaing details about the mission in the name o t':f donogé.
:h se men appealed to the hopes and fears of potﬁ?:;ne onors -
’I'h:ir urgent, emotional pleas dextraci:t;eds :pa;og:t SSI?esi ro c?aimz. kel
ini ion or evidence . :

Q;E;ﬂggrgieixgiggﬁgiy the appeal of purported first hand live

sightings.

i f McGarry and Pam

t of Team Falcon cons;sted o C :

Hatdings czﬂﬁ?ﬁig rented a "safe house" in Jacksonville, Arizgz::n
Hﬁiéln%?rztion was to maintain lines of commnnlcatﬁ?nqstics o
$h3+ia ;n;nd the U.S. operations and to arrange thi 'ggirescue.“
the POWs’ entry into the United States oiaTe Fent for the safe

were spent on phone bills, re A .
El;loll’;:andfsoooc:lf d::]:-'i:z]s., etc. P Additionally, the Canadian Vietnam
! !

émaylor deposition Exhibit 3, p. 3.
17Ron Martin deposition Exhibit 7, page 2.

78gyckner deposition Exhibit 4, page 9. Taylor deposition,
Pp. 34-44.
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Veterans of Toronto was asked t i
vete O provide "securitv" 1
sgid Pg: ﬁgfsgszﬁgfﬁafrom Southeast Asia; 20 Ca:;g{ané5e§2§aalrport
Sald be thelTa le on 24 hours notice. Mike Gillhgle:re
tripsmanmade s oronto group’s POW/MIA committee made s al
een Canada and Arkansas and spent more than g;egg%
r

At the
Capt. Dgﬂglc? fng?:r%;légiiétgg?ricﬁson’ Taylor, Ken Carr (MIA
i o an -
Bangiok to besin the mission V. ey meve Beriided e hesd
Phayboun.moan T%%B two Lao-American friends, Bo Novila i g°ward
these men pl ere are conflicting accounts regar diny tlf: Phet
having do np afed, but they returned to the U.S. in m% Fi role
POW/MIA see Leele mormel than paper work in connecti L anary
need of arch effort.. Their departure left TeamJ.on with a
Sib°“nheu:ngt§?zrclisi:ioglﬁ;erpremr . McGarry contasted oD
€ to ang
Te go to Bangkok to
am Falcon. Khambang traveled to Banggk0k in X‘Perefltilgegxzneﬂ?ers of

According to Khambang, h
Tha g, e travelled to a i
boréi;?d/Laos bor%f; to assist Hendrickson and c;:;}iigsrogzii Eﬁe
Poor planning expg J..r'ldant an apn y Hendrickson and Carr into Ea ;
equipment ca . d ed visas, and a lack of appropriate fundi o
Team Faloon oou oo cral delays. According to Khamban embes and
Vietnam oc::n Csalineh;:)%iappro d tely three days in Laos g,nrg ti?nx:as o
- 2, and two-and-one- ’ in
Ta ’ one-half mo .
qutzf glgzmz that Team Falcon members Hendrickggﬁsa;glcgg;lland.
uncleay Whe::i"e t;waeyywefrme durthi: ihafe house in Thailand, but isé) e.ril:
Arkansas on April 13, 1992.“?. ose days. Team Falcon returned to

An "After Action Re " i

. port” summarizing Team Fal ’ s .
Southeast Asia was prepared by Te m ers lcon’s act:.vi.aE:.es in
account states, in part: emb in May 1992. This

+ + - there are American POW/MIA
{ . MIA's f .
conflict who are still alive in Southeasr: mz ?;e Vietnam

Y"Khambang deposition Exhibit 11, p. 3.
*Martin deposition Exhibit 7, p. 4.
181pid., p. 5.

**’Khambang deposition, p. Bl1.

181bid., Exhibit 11, p. 4.

1841bid.
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While not imprisoned in the traditional sense -- Team
Falcon found no evidence whatsoever of the existence of
any current POW camps, cages, caves oI other restricted
enclosures -- neither are these individuals free to

return home. . .

Team Falcon personally investigated over 50 of these
reports by actually visiting the alleged sites. We found
no evidence, either physical or by interviewing area
residents, that any of these sites currently serve as the
location of a POW camp or confinement area of any type.

. In fact, we found no evidence whatsoever that there
is any POW camp, cage, cave or similar restricted
enclosure housing BAmerican POW/MIA’s anywhere in

Southeast Asia at this time.

Based on the accounts of those who either contributed money or
participated directly or indirectly in Team Falcon, it would have
for the Team Falcon members to have investigated

been impossible
the alleged POW camp sites, or the location know as "Site B5" as

claimed in the Report.!®

1988 Mission To Southeast Asia

Three POW/MIA activists from Florida, Ron Martin, Tim Williams and
Leonard Hood travelled to Thailand in 1988 for the purpose of
rescuing certain POW/MIAs from Laos. Martin testified that:

. . . [W]e got some intelligence through activists --
people who had been going back and forth for years and
building relationships with Free Lao, mostly, such as
Phoumono Nosavan, the son of General Phoumi, people like
And we had information that Tommy Hart, the son of

that.

Vera Hart, and Morgan Donahue and one other person -- we
didn’t know his name -- were near the border in
Savannakhet. So we went over initially expecting to

spend 2 weeks. And 2 months later we were still there.
. And we were unsuccessful.!®

Like others who contacted Phoumono for assistance, Martin and his
colleagues paid him for information and assistance in their search
for missing American servicemen. Phoumono coordinates teams of
armed escorts for cross-border forays. Martin describes these

teams as follows:

135Martin deposition Exhibit 6, an analysis of the errors
contained in the Team Falcon After Action Report.

188Martin deposition, pp. B-9.
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These guys don’t stay in camp. They'’re not regular
troops. When Phoumono puts together a group, he goes to
homes. And we picked up a number of them in a van-like
vehicle. You go to individual homes. They kiss their
wives goodbye. I mean, some of them live in huts and
real horrible conditions. And I think they probably paid
them maybe 500 bhat [approximately $25] to go. And
that’s the way a lot of these people --that’s the only
income they have. . . We crossed the Mekong with about
29 indigenous people. Then we went towards Savannakhet,
up and down hills, not on roads. We had no firefights.
We ran into no concentration of troops. We stayed hidden
mostly during the day. We only went about 70 klicks
[approximately 44 miles] into the country. . . #

Martin further described the role of the 29 indigenous “troops*
hired by Phoumono:

[They were t]o be on call when Phoumono needed them. 1In
other words, when he would say, we’'re going to go check
out a POW camp in the Phong Sali area or something like
that, sometimes they would go, sometimes they wouldn’t.
If they needed money, they would go. If they wanted to
feed their family, they would go. Perhaps if they found
a job, maybe they’ll not go.!%®

During their foray into Laos, Martin’s team, along with Phoumcno
and his 29 “"troops," reached the point where the POWs were supposed
to have been. When they approached the supposed camp, Phoumono
insisted the group leave at once as there were too many enemy
troops in the area. Martin testified that he did not see any of
the troops but, not anxious for a confrontation, left the area.
Martin testified that his share of the expenses for the trip
(including travel, food, lodging, and payments to Phoumono) came to
approximately $14,000.

Martin’s experience is evidence that a cottage industry in POW/MIA
hunting has emerged in Southeast Asia as a result of the
willingness of U.S. citizens to pay for "intelligence" and "mission
support.” For a few thousand dollars, people like Phoumono can
secure weapons and hire a small force of armed escorts. Martin and
others who have dealt with Phoumono have learned that his industry
is riddled with deception:

1¥71bid., pp. 13-14.
18Thid., p. 22.
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If you want me to tell you after hindsight, I wouldn‘t
believe Phoumono, I wouldn't trust Phoumono with
anything, to tell you the truth.!®

When asked why Phoumono provided false or misleading information,
Martin posited:

It’s got to be for money. It’s the only reason I can
guess. Also, I guess it gives him a little power. Money
gives him a little power in his own community. That's
the only reason I could guess, because with his operation
he will certainly never regain Laos or become -- or gain
the status of his father, General Phoumi.!?

James "Bo" Gritz

James "Bo" Gritz’ forays into Sountheast Asia have been well
publicized in the media and in books,!”! and he is regarded by
POW/MIA activists to be the inspiration for the "Rambo® movies.

An excerpt from a report prepared in February of 1988 and
distributed by the NSC in response to a congressional inquiry
follows:

James "Bo" Gritz is a retired Army Lieutenant Colonel who
became active in the POW/MIA issue during the late 1970s.
At that time, the issue did not have the policy priority
it does today. Relying on a variety of supporters, he
has attempted to put together several “"rescue attempts"
in Laos based on unsubstantiated hearsay reports.

In the Spring of 1981, Mr. Gritz received considerable
publicity when he disclosed “"Operation Velvet Hammer," a
POW-rescue venture sponsored by private citizens, and
some family members of Americans missing in Southeast
Asia. Operation Velvet Hammer was not connected in any
way with the U.S. Government. This effort, which was not
carried through, involved a *“training camp" at a
»cheerleading academy" in Florida, among other things.
Later, Mr. Gritz was publicly disavowed by his associates
and supporters, the media and the National League of
Families. The legality of his fundraising was questioned
by vulnerable family members, one of whom lost $30,000.
After receiving adverse publicity, Mr. Gritz surfaced a

18¥1pid., p. 34.
1991hid., p. 41.

Blgee, e.g., The Heroes Who Fell From Grace, C.J. Patterson
& G.L. Tippin, Dell Publishing Co., New York, 1985.
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letter, which he alleged was from the late Li
General Harold Aaron, USA, former Deputy Direéiaiyginggg
Defense Iptelligence Agency, implying a connection
between his activities and the Defense Intelligence
Agency. An FBI analysis of the letter revealed a number
of differences between the signatures on that letter and
that of General Aaron, inconsistencies in the language of
the letter, and other facts that led to the conclusion
that the letter is not authentic. General Aaron was not
alive when the letter surfaced.

In October 1981, a low-level Department o
organization submitted a proposal é%r an oper:tigﬁfiﬁzs
included Mr. Gritz's participation in a collection
capacity. .Thls proposal, submitted by an acquaintance of
Mr. Gritz in the organization, never rose above the first
level in the approval process. However, in unwarranted
anticipation of the concept being approved, the
organization prematurely provided Mr. Gritz with initial
travel funds and some equipment. following disapproval
of the proposal, this organization informed Mr. Gritz
that he did not enjoy any official support.

With Fhis exception, there has been no U.S. Government
sanction, encouragement, funding or approval of Mr.
Gritz’'s activities by the White House or by any Executive
department or agency of the government. In fact, the
U.S: Government has attempted in every way to oppose his
activities and has advised him that he was operating
counter to Government policy. He has attempted to fund
his alleged POW rescue operations through use of a now
defunct tax-exempt veterans organization, thousands of
dollars r?portedly donated by a religious organization

and gonatlons from MIA family members and other privaté
American citizens.

In 1983, Mr. Gritz commenced new activitie i
supporters, including Hollywood personalitie:.wi;?nggz
his way to Thailand with a group of veterans and POW/MIA
daughters whom he placed in a "command headquarters.®
From Thailand, he crossed a short way into Laos with a
faction of the Lao resistance and some veterans. After
confrontation with a rival Lao resistance group, Mr.
Gritz’s group immediately left Laos. Mr. Gritz and his
party were arrested by the Thai Government, declared
persona non grata and expelled. Mr. Gritz’'s allegations
that he had evidence that POWs were being held and that
the U.S. Government supported his activities were exposed
as untrue in hearings conducted by the House Subcommittee
on Asian and Pacific Affairs in March 1983.
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In his testimony,

head of a POW/MIA organizat

Gritz further testified the covert payments
via a Florida bank account and that on one occasion

were received
d up a cash payment of $25,000 at a Washington area

his wife picke

Following these events, Mr. Gritz produced "evidence"
implying to Congress and the public that he had proof

that a specific individual was held prisoner. It
subsequently was demonstrated that the “evidence"
consisted of altered documents. Mr. Gritz was

subsequently expelled from the Special Forces Association
and was the subject of media scrutiny. . .

Throughout his years of involvement, Mr. Gritz
contributed nothing of value to the POW/MIA issue. In
fact, his activities have been counterproductive.
Supposed MIA remains he turned in were determined to be
animal bones. His rescue "missions," based on faulty or
fabricated intelligence, have been assessed as being so
undermanned and poorly planned that they had virtually no
chance for success. His alleged foray into Laos was used
as a basis by that country to suspend government-to-
government cooperation on this issue for a year. He has
distributed leaflets in Southeast Asia that falsely claim
presidential support for his activities and that falsely
describe himself as an active duty full Colonel. . . .

If I got the word to go on the operation, I said fine.
If the money shows up in this UVVO account, then we will
go. If it doesn’t show up, we don‘t. And so the money,

if it showed up we went.

Where the money came from, I didn’t know and didn’‘t care.
As a matter of fact, when we trained Afghans we got our
checks from Stanford Technology. I didn’t know what
stanford Technology was, didn't give a hoot. It was just
standard procedure until, when Ollie North’s thing
started coming around here’s Stanford Technology is part
of Albert Hakkim’s organization. So what does that mean?
Well, so we used UVVO as a depository where covert funds
could be placed for these operations.!?

192crjtz deposition, p. 123.
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Gritz said he was covertly funded by the U.S.

Government for certain of his operations. With the consent of the
ion known as United Vietnam Veterans

Organization (UVVO), Gritz opened a chapter of UVVO and established
a UVVO bank account at Tokai Bank in P
or about 1986. Gritz testified:

laya Del Ray, California in

from the Government



supermarket.!”® Gritz’ code name f
. . or these activitie " "
;gg léiv?r?:tlofpiee&:fo:sa N J:-[?m ii::e e\.mel-f1 - Cg5act with ISA asndw?:iA zggit
. . ov er 1992 . .
geclassified documents evidencing that the D.5. army bages eiyed
Z in mid-1981; however, it appears this was done to tracksh;.lg

private activities P .
initiatives. to ensure they did not interfere with other U.S.

gﬁflfe o:; . f;:é.tza’v o;g}:i\grité.gs .iipear to bid for public attention

] mmittee investigators’ re :

gfgogizizgén:{;gltgzzps}eadlgguf:orlan extension so heq‘::ec:iﬁil ffj?rfisﬁ
ign, Gritz launch ini i i

by supporters demanding tﬁat he be depo:gd? wint call-in campaign

Dissemination of Unreliable Information

A cottage industry specializin
1 ] g the creation a i i i
g:l]i:ﬁe:’ggi/ﬁg J.nformafz.on and "POW/MIA hu.nti:g" dlﬁsassem:;::;:c? ::f'z
: ia, particularly in Thailand. C i indivi
provide, for a fee, illegal cross-bord nSportation 1aividuals
A - transportati i
armed escort, mission coordinatior an s on into Laos,
n and related servi
appears that these same individual TrCes. It
"intelligence" that promp lssion in traters provide the
pts the mission in the fj i
a textbook perfect industry because i e Iirst instance --
- g i it creates the demand i
;;,G%%c;. Ttl;etmgrlgit for th.].s "intelligence" exists in par:ngecf:;tli;:
honestly am:i1 eflectﬁzl;otol;i%?ig crefu:l Y that it is working
A ea: 1 accounting for POW ;
and in part because the information wacuum cregated w%egnl?:ié

Government g
Sover uspended the release of new POW/MIA information in

c];:t::n?i ::u::::ie of J.tS. investigation, the Committee was unable to
informetion e ji.:lc.i.lent_:.J.1::f.es of persons who create bogus POW/MIA
belicvad to.b involved say they got information that they
who to trust @ accurate, and that they were diligent in deciding
oo T sd . .However., the Committee did learn that over the years
anwitty J.fl J.vz.duals_ in the U.S. and abroad have, wittingly or
POW/M I;ngiril’:éorﬁiirjl.onlnv%]ivid Jl.lrll:) the dissemination of purported
unreliable, if not fab':ic:teds: sequently was determined to be

ol. Jack Baile

Col. Jack Bailey (USAF-Ret )r &
C ] - <) veteran of World War II, K
Vietnam, and a highly decorated pilot, is the founder az;d glf::r:lgg

of Operation Resc i : s ;
POW/MIA issue. ue, a nonprofit organization involved in the

131bid., p. 128.
395

Founded in 1981 to rescue Vietnamese refugees, according to its
filing for an exemption from taxes as a non-profit organization,
Operation Rescue turned its attention to the POW/MIA issue in the
mid-19808. Its fundraising solicitations and press releases told
stories of how the Vietnamese "boat people" were often sources of
POW/MIA live sighting reports. Operation Rescue sought to rescue
these individuals from the high seas as they attempted to escape
Vietnam and debrief them about any information they might have on
missing American servicemen. To accomplish these high-seas
rescues, Operation Rescue used a rusting, World War II-era ship
called the Akuna; after a time, the Akuna was at anchor in Songkhla
Harbor for years at a time, never leaving to undertake rescue

missions.

Solicitations and other information put out by Operation Rescue
often contained statements to the effect that Bailey knew the
identities and locations of missing American servicemen being held
against their will in Southeast Asia. Bailey’'s information
supposedly obtained during intelligence-gathering missions. None
of the information has ever been corroborated or otherwise deemed

accurate.

Bailey has been associated with the release of the photographs that
purport to depict U.S. Army Capt. Donald Carr, but were in fact
photographs of a German exotic bird smuggler, Guenther Dittrich.
An account of the dissemination of the beogus Carr photo appears

later in this chapter.

In 1987, Bailey claimed to have repatriated the remains of a
missing American serviceman, remains later determined to be those
of an Asian woman. Bailey used the remains, wrapped in an American
flag, as a prop when asking for donations to continue his seaxrch

for POW/MIAs.

Col. Albexrt Shinkle

Col. Albert Shinkle (USAF, Ret.) has resided in Bangkok, Thailand
since 1976 and is a major player in the POW/MIA issue. He has
received numerous awards and decorations including the
Distinguished Flying Cross, two Bronze Stars, 15 Air Medals, an
Airman’s Medal, two USAF Commendation Medals, two Joint Service
Commendation Medals, and more than a dozen battle campaign stars.
Acting as an agent for POW/MIA groups, Shinkle provides field
reports that contain purported evidence of live POWs in Southeast
Asia, During the last nine years of his military career, Shinkle
was involved in military espionage and was stationed in Southeast
Asia where he developed a number of contacts with Lao people. One
of Shinkle’s sources of information is Patrick Khamvongsa, a former
member of the Royal Lao Air Force with ties to Phoumi Nosavan and

other members of the Lao resistance.
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Shinkle testified before the Committee and later failed to appear
some of the field reports that Shinkl i as ot
e used as th i
gtagemt_ants by Skyhook II and Veterans of the Vietnam F?arbasI;sc fgr
undraising appeals are misleading, as set forth below ’ P

Khambang, Sigounheuang

igtur:??.zecsii%os euang is a Lao national who has become a
amount of infc m'ac.}tlzen. He is the source of a considerable
Khambang he. rc;cei?;;ntﬁjl:omizf? © freedom fighters. According to
’ 8 ormation from people i
has never met and who do not ask him people in Laos who he
. for remunerati
:‘g jtiate, no information provided by Khambang ha;-OI;ec;fl ﬁ:lggl kf;ld.
rious lead about the identification, location or repatriation o?

an live American POW/MIA, an ; .
fraudulent. According A DocII) :most of it has been determined to be

Khambang Sibounhewang is a former
Sserviceman, now a naturalized U.S. citjr.{zog; lregfginAnjt.lz
Memphis, Tennessee. He states he was a Captain ingthe
rOY?l Lao Army. Our best information is that he was an
;ml:.sted man in the Royal Lao Army. He is now bailiff
agiiviucil:ge mle:um.lton Gayden, a self-described POW/MIA
ac st. ambang has been active in the POW/MIA issue
r a number of vyears. This paper will outline

Khambang’s activities as kno
Department of bDefense. “m 8and documented by the

Ell:amliang is a former member of the Neutralist faction of
€ Lao resistance. He led the organization in the
Un:.tegl States for several years and at one point may have
bee1_1 its e}ected leader. Khambang was removed from his
position w:.'l:'.h the Neutralist faction after the leader of
%e Neutralists, former Lao General Kong Le learned that
ambang had fabricated POW-related information and had
attempted to use the POW issue for personal gain.

In the past, Khambang was associated wi
: ith Bo Gritz and h
;g; 'for a period Gritz’ primary source of information fo:e;
oou 8. Khe.ml?ang later became associated with retired
jor Mark Smith, another POW/MIA activist. His current
relationship with Smith is unknown.

DoD’s first involvement with Khamban i
occurred i
when he approached DIA and offered togwork the Powniézgtsa
tgeeéc;:g:ngf_ fgrf $4,000, which was to be used to support
ralis action of the Lao resi amb ’
offer was rejected by DIA. sietance. Xhambang's

In November 1987, Life Magazine i i
2 published an article
about POW/MIAs. A prominent portion of that article was
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devoted to a photograph purported to depict an Air Force
Lieutenant Colonel Charles S. Rowley. The photograph was
provided by EKhambang teo Captain Eugene “"Red" McDaniel,
USN (Ret.). Captain McDaniel provided the photo to DIA
in August 1987, and investigation was underway when the
photo was published by Life Magazine. Photo analysis
established that the individual pictured was not
Lieutenant Colonel Rowley. The Rowley family confirmed

the photo analysis.

In 1990, Khambang passed bogus dog-tag information to his
superiors in the Arlington (Virginia) Police Department
where he worked as a clerk. The information was
determined to be fabricated and DIA traced the
information back through the Arlington Police Department
to Khambang. The Department was. informed that Khambang
was an established POW/MIAR source of questionable
reliability.

In the fall of 1990, Khambang passed a roll of film and
other information related to the purported Borah
photograph to Judge Hamilton Gayden, then his employer in
Tennessee. Khambang received the information from a
blood relative now residing in Thailand. Judge Gayden
provided the information to the family, who then
contacted Senator Bob Smith for assistance. The photos
had not been made available to DoD until July 1991, when
Senator Smith appeared on Today Show with Daniel Borah,
Sr. and the photographs. After receipt of the
information, a joint Lao-U.S. team interviewed,
photographed and finger-printed the individual identified
as Borah and photographed in Laos. The photo depicted
not Lt Daniel V. Borah, but rather a 77 year old Lao
highland tribesman, Mr. Ahroe. Khambang told Bill
Gadoury, a U.S. POW/MIA investigator in Bangkok, that the
individuals who passed him the roll of film did so for
the purpose of obtaining a reward.

Sometime during the summer of 1991, Khambang obtained
another photograph, +this purported to depict Navy
Lieutenant Commander Larry Stevens, USN. (Stevens was
also said to be depicted in the photograph of three
individuals, positively identified by their families as
Colonel John L. Robertson, LCDR Stevens and Major Albro
Lundy. The Stevens photo was said to have been taken in
Vietnam and the individual identified as Stevens is
pictured with his arm around an Asian woman. At the
request of members of Congress, the staff of the Senate
Foreign Relations Committee was provided a DoD aircraft
to transport Khambang to Southeast Asia to locate his
sources of the "Stevens® photo. Khambang produced his
source and the individual was polygraphed. He failed the
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In his sworn deposition,
observations:

Q.

polygraph and indicated deception in nearly all of his

responses, DoD is continuing t ; .
“Stevens” photograph. g 0 1nvestigate the

To date, Khambang has provided informati

on on a numb
:;casions to PQW/MIA activists and others interestgg‘gi
the POW/gIA issgue. The descriptions above are
illustrative, not exhaustive. Every dog-tag report
every report of remains, every photograph and every-otheé
report about POW/MIAs, with the exception of the as yet

unsolved “"Ste "
to be false vens" photo, provided by Khambang has proven

What I'm struggling with and what a lot

struggling with is if the freedom fightc;frspel?é)&: 211;:
cap?blllty'to apparently go cut and find and locate these
POW’s, why don’t they have the ability to physicall
rescue them? Why hasn’t that happened? Y

I'm not in Laos with the freedom fighte i

that’s a good question. It’s notg ea:;. to . rzlslézg
Americans in the captive by freedom fighters. To me that
I know that freedom fighters also explain to me, they say
day—py—day in Laos they try to avoid conflicts with the
Laotian Government, with the Vietnamese soldier. They
are not trying to fight with those people, but they try
to stay in Laos and keep on struggle for their country.

[W]lhy haven’'t American POW’
fighters? 8 been rescued by freedom

I don‘t know. I don’'t know why the freed i

’ om fighters --
you asked me why -- if the prisoners of war stgll alive
over there, why the freedom fighter cannot rescue them.

Yes.

I cannot answer. I don’t know why. Because

tell you like I told you before,y;he freedomlfg;ﬁteggn
i?'s the less amount of the military struggle with thé
Vietnamese. The Vietnamese now are 125,000 soldiers in
control gf Laos. The freedom fighter is a small amount
of the living in the individual section in lLaos. So I
think Fhey don’‘t have any capability to launching the
operation to rescue American from 10,000 of Vietnamese

control. I don’t think they can do th ’
can answer you. Y at. That’s all I

Photographs
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Khambang was asked about his motives and

Some of the most compelling "evidence" of Americans alive in
Southeast Asia are photographs of persons alleged to be POWs. 1In
July 1991, three photographs purported to be American POWs, were
made public. The photos became known as the Borah photo, the Carr
photo, and the Robertson-Lundy-Stevens photo. Analysts of the DIA
POW/MIA section, the Stony Beach Team in Bangkok and the JTF-FA
conducted extensive investigations into each photo and determined
they were not photos of American POWs. The Committee reviewed
DIA‘s reports of its investigation of these photographs and
Committee staff interviewed and deposed some of the people involved
in the transmission and investigation of the photographs, including
Khambang, Carr family members, Bailey, and McDaniel.

The Committee also learned there are numerous copies of the “blue
book," a book of precapture photos compiled by DoD for use in
debriefing returned POWs. Hundreds of copies of the book of
photographs were printed and circulated within the Armed Services,
many of which were believed to have been lost at the fall of Saigon
in 1975. The book, with corresponding names redacted, has been

declassified.

The Rowley Photo

In 1987, a Lao freedom fighter and member of Kabounkanh Kousat, a
Lao resistance group stationed near the border of Thailand and
laos, mailed photographs of a Caucasian identified as "Roly" to
Khambang in Tennessee. The letter accompanying the photographs
indicated that the Lao man had obtained the photos by bribing a
Pathet Lao guard of American POWs. Khambang had never met this man
prior to receiving the photos. He delivered the photographs to a
friend, Dr. Frank Lockhart, who is an electronics salesman with a
Ph.D. in psychology. After reviewing of a list of MIAs, Lockhart
concluded that the name "Roly" could be correlated to Lt. Col.
Charles S. Rowley, an MIA since April 1970 when his aircraft was
shot down over Laos.

Photo analysts at the FBI, CIA and DIA compared the photo with a
photo of Rowley and concluded that it was not him.

The Borah Photos

In the summer of 1991, Khambang received additional photographs
from unknown members of the Lao resistance who claimed that they
depicted MIA Daniel V. Borah. Khambang provided these photographs
to Judge Gayden, who publicized them. Members of the Borah family
remain convinced that the pictures depicted Borah.

Judge Gayden and Khambang are in the process of writing a book
about their involvement with these and other photos. Khambang
provided the Committee with synopsis of the book, titled Sit Down
and Shut Up, which contains the following passage about the Borah

photo:
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The *“Borah" photographs act
uall consist
ggg:l?gfapéfe ;{.1 o:o ;r:t;n 1'1Judgt=: G&a\yden Yidentiflz:.ses a:f " D:g
h." T phs were developed here i i
The individual who took the pho 3 i i e
tographs in La i
1990 immediately threw the cgm ' ? near tiv
era into a ri
iig.gn whf:e the photos were snapped. Her fse rpgzggntil;
= gng :l?gthael::c'i gc:unGg;%e;nd is l1;.:.'.@'».:::'1::‘.&1ly supported by
amb . The man wh
El;:tographf knew the subject only as "Ahmee‘,v"ol'..aggg:n Egg
erican." After months of research Gayden recognized

a 1987 Life Magazine phot . .
the correct idgentity:p oto of Borah, and we believe it is

Following publication of the Borah
photo in Jul

Sov::nn;nt;equested the Lao Government’s assistance ig.n lsgegai':."ch;lrze
obtai% edn l‘Jl-nt southern Laos from which Khambang had prevj.ouslg
individuag ohos. Shortly thereafter, the Lao Government found ch
{odividual s ho_wlzi in the alleged Borah photos and determined that he
Reprosemrori i tribesman f£rom southern Laos named Ahroe
e fomenta dv:}s; of the Government interviewed, finger-printed ané
pha Pgm:g ﬁad b:exfago::él H ar::;ntclil:ge};:l that the individval shown in
made a public statement to that eff:cg?s Aot Paniel V. Boxah; and

The DIA’s investigation determined that
! ¢ I the photo

ﬁggtggia:;ﬁ:;]; j'.i:'llt cooperation with Lao ::e..‘Sugc-:cc—:as:p in th:a;ataPi?:ncgil .
o eheasten tia.land. One of the refugees, Khambang’s cousig'
e r;a onal to take t_he Pictures after the Lao claimec'i
fhat membo served Americans in Laos. When the Gayden and Borah
fabrigat s ers challenged the DIA’s work, alleging it was
cabri ed, arrangements were made to introduce two family memb

roe in Laos. It was the first time the Government onLaos l?:g

permitted POW/MIA i i :
Papital. families to travel outside of Vientiane, the

The Carr Photo

rﬁglgu]]gi]iggl' 1BaileY (USAF Ret.) publicized a photo of a Caucasian
obtained the photograph fhocush oo imsecneqirs,(USh); Bailey had
: A ough an intermedia d had i
hand interaction with the man depi diary and had no first-
i " epicted in the phot
Bailey said, was being held prisoner i B ograph who,
. in Laos by Viet

He' vas ‘wearing & short-sieeved blus Dolo hirt st e rost
that ¥tl:: aimed he had provided the photographer, with instructions

e subject be instructed to wear them in order to help

authenticate the picture. The in i i
man in the photo was named “Garr."temedz.ary told Bailey that the

In 1992, following an intensive investi i

1 v \ gation DIA i

th::fc liiet:rg;.ned tha;;tj_ thfl J.:Ldividua.l in th:Y photoanv.rdas‘l:h gugzg;;:é
I ’ man nation en in jail on charge i

exotic birds. Dittrich admitted that he was the igxdiv?.fiuﬁuggltgg
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alleged Carr photo and said that the photo had been taken by a
tourist in Bangkok. After Lt. Col. Norman Turner (USAF, Ret.), an
associate of Bailey’s, suggested Dittrich was a "Pentagon twin"
created to end publicity about the Carr case, Carr’s ex-wife
travelled to Germany to meet with Dittrich and testified that she
was satisfied that he was not Carr.

The "Carr" photograph incident clearly illustrates the ability of
those persons intent on disseminating bogus POW/MIA information to
create convinecing evidence that POW/MIAS remain alive in Southeast
Asia. Some is so convincing that it has fooled the experts into
concluding that these photos depicted MIAs. For example, Dr.
Michael Charney, a foremsic anthropologist and Director of the
Forensic Science Laboratory at Colorado State University reported
that the man in the subject photo was in fact Donald Gene Carr, and
stated scientific bases for his conclusion. In fact, the subject
was much shorter, and of a much slighter build, according to Carr’'s

ex-wife.1%

The Robertson-Stevens-Lundy Photo

In August, 1990, DIA obtained a blurry black-and-white photograph
of three mustachioed men holding a white sign containing the
numbers "25-5-1990." In November, 1990, POW/MIA families obtained
copies of the photograph. In July, 1991, the photograph was widely
publicized, including on the cover of Newsweek and on billboards in
several cities. The three men shown in the photo were reported to
be Col. John Leighton Robertson (USAF), missing in North Vietnam;
Maj. Albro Lundy (USAF), missing in central Laos, and Lt. Cdr.
Larry J. Stevens (USN), missing in southern Laos.

Capt. Eugene "Red" McDaniel (USN Retired) was also involved in the
dissemination of this photograph. McDaniel, founder of the
American Defense Institute, has been a major player in the POW/MIA
jssue for more than a decade. He is a retired Navy Captain who was
held as a POW in North Vietnam from 1967 to 1973 and was brutally
tortured. He was twice awarded the Legion of Merit Award, the Navy
Cross, two Silver Stars, a Distinguished Flying Cross, three Bronze
Stars with combat "V," and two Purple Hearts for wounds resulting
from the torture he endured as a POW.

As part of his efforts, McDaniel has disseminated information he
and others (including many family members) believed to be evidence
of 1live POWs in Southeast Asia. This evidence includes photographs
of purported POWs and statements from purported eyewitnesses. None
of this information has been corroborated, but it has been used in
ADI solicitations and public statements for many years.

¥4guly 25, 1991 letter to Tracy Usry, Chief Investigator,
U.S. Senate Foreign Relations Committee, minority staff.
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Set forth below is a portion of DIA’s report on its investigation

of the Robertson-Stevens-Lundy photo:

Although the photo was made public in i
actually came to DIA’s attentio:? in August T-Q%}(; ]I-'Lgozrle've;t
there were no names associated with it. 'In earlr
Nov?mber }991, the photo was forwarded by a Cambodiag
gatlonal in the United Stated by fax machine to State
Separtment and to DIA/POW-MIA. The names Robertson and
ievens (a variation of Stevens) were reported as bein
two of_the three individuals shown. According to thg
Cambodian, the individuals were alive in Cambodia d
could be released for a reward. an

In December, 1990, the photo surfa i

ced in Sit
Cambodian refugee camp ig Thailand. A Cambodian iegtée:
regorted that two of the individuals shown were Robertson
and Stevens. In early 1991 the name Lundy was also
associated with the photo.

The investigation into the photo took St
ggg DIA personnel to Hanoi, Vietnam; Viéié?giesegggzmzﬁg
o om Penh, Cambodia, as well as throughout Thailand.
he DIA Stony Beach team determined that a Cambodian
f*sherman/refugee in Thailand received the photo, alon
glth four o?hers, from a Cambodian national in ﬁampong
onm, Cambodia around May or June, 1991, and that the
fisherman took the photos to the American Embassy in
Bangkok. Other than the several names scribbled on some
gﬁdphgdpﬁftos, thqre were no names associated with the
thelzﬁr::.s shown in the photos, especially the photo of

In July 1992, a DIA team travelled to Phnom P i

the cooperatiqn of the SOC Government intervigggdaggv:;:?
sources relative to the origin of the photographs In
the Soviet Culyural Center in Phnom Penh the team %ound
a8 Soviet magazine which included three of the original
five photos which surfaced in Thailand; the photo of the
three was not found. 1In August 1992, the fourth photo
was found by DIA in Washington, DC in a Soviet journal.

The DIA Stony Beach team in Ban i

I : g gkok continued i
1nvest1gation into the photo of the three and in eaifg
1992, with the cooperation of researchers from the S0C
Government, found the fifth and final photo, the photo
:éi:ggg Eg]?? qgafrt:?n, Lundy and Stevens, in a [1923

o oviet Life magazi i i i
o bhon of] So gazine in the National Library

Thousands of man hours were expended by i
2 ho DIA personnel
pursuit of the origin of the photo of the thgze. Witho;:
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the cooperation of the SOC Government this case might
well still be unresolved. In the meantime, the families
of Robertson, Lundy and Stevens have been informed that
the photo of the three was nothing more than a cruel hoax
perpetrated by Cambodian nationals.

Dog-Tag Reports

The Committee reviewed DIA’s analyses of several thousand "dog tag”
reports and hundreds of live sighting reports which purported to be
associated with POW/MIAs. In addition, the Committee has reviewed
DIA analyses of several prominent photographs which were
represented by their sponsors to depict POWs in a captive
environment after Operation Homecoming. Following analysis, DIA
determined that none of these photographs and none of the "dog tag"”
reports provided any credible evidence of the existence of POWs
following Operation Homecoming. Similarly, with the exception of
live sighting reports correlated to Robert Garwood, none of the
live sighting reports are currently believed, by DIA, to relate to

any POW after Operation Homecoming.

Set forth below is a July 1, 1991 statement from DIA’'s Special
Office of POW/MYIAs concerning “dog tag" reports.

Over the past decade one type of report has been received
most often by the Defense Intelligence Agency’s Special
Office for POW/MIAs. These accounts are referred to as
"dog tag" reports. Since mid-1982, over 6,300 of these
reports have been received and more arrive daily.

In most dog tag reports a person or persons--many of them
residents of Vietnam--claim to possess the remains of one
or more Americans. As proof they offer data copied from
military identification tags (dog tags), tracings or
photographs of dog tags, authentic dog tags or other
identification documents. More than 5,100 U.S. military
men have been named in these reports. Of these, 91
percent served in the United States armed forces, but
were not casunalties of the Vietnam War. Another 6
percent were killed, but their bodies were recovered,
identified and returned to the U.S. for burial. Thus, it
is impossible that their remains are held by the people
claiming to have them. Only three percent of the dog-tag
reports name & man who is missing, suggesting that his
remains or personal effects have been recovered from
battlefields or crash sites. However, the evidence
indicates it is unlikely that these items were recovered

by private citizens.

In many cases several different people claim to have the
remains and/or personal effects of each of the named men.
Frequently, sources profess to have recovered the same
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items on a different da
Sms on te or at a different 1 i
bT;lrl?: et%?rl.eia:l.szzs ftl:l;:s tl;:_i o%e?ltet ]c-h.g not obtain thggztéggé
_ a efields i
For instance, two of the m s one docires.
f en whose remains
several persons claim to have found, are ina?:cctiogo;g:

POWs who returned i vee-— i
their captors. alive--their dog tags had been kept by

Further, throughout the war
t 2 the communists enf
Isagi;c;g to find and bury Americans killed in act:'r.lor? J;C;':idta
send © central authorities a report of the burial s'to
fromgtv}:zt}]; 'l(:ihe personal ef_fects and identification ta}lceze{
et ot gf. thihegpgcl).l}tt:%nu?.lly stressed that this was
) itical struggle.."

governments of Vietnam and Laos shougl% have knoTvlwlilescigetgg

the missing men
reports. g whose names have appeared in dog tag

Often there are tragic as

pects to the dog t
ngslg of_ the sources have been led tog beail.giefreepotj::;:{:
Eese::ilon of American remains will assist 1in thei
Toset fement to the U.S. This has prompted some peo i:
he pay for the dog_ tag data. In fact, the U.S ro ig
© rewards or assistance for POW/MIA informa.ti'.orlz vides

Considering the policy and practices i
gg:ﬁrgﬁ:nts to collect materIJ?.al on U.S?J‘;;hﬁeiﬁdoggtgigs
indicatespat‘l?fms in the dog tag reporting, the 'evidence
ingocates Zt the majority of reports reflect
oo i ;l an persqna_l effects recovered by Vietnamese
porces ;’_ Sncl>1 private citizens. Years of investigation and
instlirgateda‘g; sé-xf:;e r::éato:‘::h% .d?:g tag reports have been

letnam’s govermment i
ﬁzxfr:iheg.: influence and exploit the POW/MIA islzsu:n
detorth 58, each report is carefully analyzed :
ne its validity. yzed to

Discussion

It is a relatively easy task to assembl
I ] e identifying i i
rl;;git HIAsI :n:ddtlpgp use that information to supporg’ a %ogﬁﬁoxfga}:ﬁﬁ
“Bous Dook s Sadit 1;.on to the hundreds of copies of the classified
otue bool u'n W contained the names and precapture photographs
EonpeCcount h- or personnel, both the Government and rivat
informatI:'. . .‘I‘ES ed numerous lists of POW/MIAs with the klj‘.nd o?
Lhformat: en ypg.cally included in bogus POW/MIA reports In once
Cervicenan containcd hls " prommie: o iio, SOt Of B missing
: 1 ) zip-code; a
;ISICI:thd that :_.m:‘:ormat:.on was considered credib'le becra?slzaozésfeitth?z
surprising therefore, that bogus dog-tag reports 'and

photographs usuall i :
to MIAs.p Y contain some evidence which can be correlated
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As part of its investigation,

bogus reports
Government’s longstan
for POW/MIA information. One possibility is that some are being

disseminated as part of a conspiracy to discredit or otherwise
destabilize the Lac Government.

the Conmittee sought to determine why
of POWs continue to surface in view of the
ding and publicly stated policy of not paying

It has been suggested that various

factions of the Lao resistance movement have been selectively

wplanting” information through Khambang and others, to obtain
support for their cause and to continue the enmity between the

Government and the communist Lao government.

Gritz advanced another theory. The case of the "Carr" photo
incident was "too sophisticated an operation for the Thais or the
Lao living in Thailand, the Phoumi‘s [of the world], to pull
off."!%5 @ritz further speculated that Bailey:

would have been a perfect set-up for [the "Carr" photo].
Jack would have jumped on that photograph, and he did,

just like a robin on a June bug. . . . But it’'s too
sophisticated. I still don’t believe that the Thais did

that. I believe that our own folks [Govermment] did that
and set old Jack up. It was just too slick to have
whoever it was, ABC or somebody, right there. So I think
Jack was stung and I think it hurt him. You know, hurt
him personally. He got real mad about it, I understand,
and it may have curbed his operation.®

Other theories are:

that these bogus reports are the work of organizations
hostile to the Governmment which are seeking to "tie up”
its resources by forcing it to track down the bogus
reports; that these reports are a predictable response to
leaflets, flyers and other announcements, circulated in
Southeast Asia, which promise rewards by private groups
for POW/MIA information; that dissemination and
publication of any POW/MIA information, bogus or not,
keeps the POW/MIA issue, and million-dollar fundraising

operations, alive.

It has become apparent that in both Southeast Asia and the United
States, information that purports to demonstrate that POWs are
alive POWs is eagerly consumed by those who are eager to believe.
Despite the fact that none of the information has ever resulted in
the return of a live American, the demand for and hope resulting
from such information appears to be as strong as ever.
Unscrupulous individuals throughout Southeast Asia are aware of

195gritz deposition, p. 108.

19%71bhid., p. 109.
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this, and the MIA § Ima
rise:‘" o on;rolume_of false POW/ info tion continues to
committed, but frustrated, activist, it seemed

that reve cab-dri
runs a POW - scam, #1% Tt Vagrant and baggage handler in Thailand

Sggﬂfggigg igle%ily as the 1960’s the U.s. Government provided its
Prond capen etnam with "blood chits" which were documents
authoritges rewiﬁd {Pr the sa?e return of the serviceman to U.S
langusoce v.:e 'I'te l:,blood chits", which were written in loc.:a]'.
oy Juag i;l A 1i:e O be used by American servicemen to secure their
1970's the Nat?.o::f nl?eagl;:yog eE]‘: - _cia.ptured. d the seiony in the
to encourage the release of Poéﬁfl 7°8 endozsed the use of rewards

Since the mid-1980's several hi i
ghly-publicized r initiats
have been undertaken. Some believed that the moste‘;afl;fdecl{:r;ﬂ:?vg;vig

who might be able to help an American escape. To date, nobody has
others have suggested th DIA and
dissemination gg felce Pg:; '!:h?se reyard offers have fostered the
will eventually be rewaery ‘J.n ormation by those who believe they

in 1587, out of frustration, 21
. > r members of Con i 3
Egﬁk Sg;th, the Committee’s Vice Chairman, and Goma:s t’é’:’i“d-’-gg Sen.
in pled‘é"iﬁgj‘;”éeedm“hth MtcaD]am] f) o Imezican Defense Institute (ADIIli
American POW to g $2.4 million for the release of an
release of from Southeast Asia. The reward was to be for th
POWs orof a POW to U.S. authorities, and not for information abou'(t-':1
reva ;:d ?; rescue/rec?nnaissance missions. Under its terms, the
could only be paid to persons indigencus to Southeast I’Ls ia.

23 ﬁ?&?g ?.3' 1388, _the ADI launched "HOME FREE!/The Committee of
rewards for moar: a;g::.%otgoﬁzls:hil bljillf cdges o gmuld be enough
million Americans to s ’ ough pledges of $25 each from 40
POWs from Southeast As?.?:e %8 @ reward for the release of American

Also in 1987, Hendon, who work
: ed for ADI, signed Lci i
letter which sought to raise $500,000 in ::rde?:nto ;ulffj%;f:eta:lg?

million reward (in i . g
stated in partz( gold) in Southeast Asia. The fundraising letter

197
"Every cab-driver, vagrant and bagga i
C e-~h i
runs a POW scam." Martin deposition Exhg.%i% S,Egcfl?llf 7 Thailand

¥*Martin deposition Exhibit 6, p. 4.
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I can clearly picture some impoverished prison guard in
tattered fatigues, enticed by the offer of a huge reward,
escaping with his family and one of our men. Can’t you
just picture that too?

We’re ready to buy time on Vietnamese language radio
stations in the Philippines and elsewhere in Southeast
Asia to broadcast news of the reward. We’ll be placing
full-page ads in every Vietnamese language paper and
magazine we can get our hands on.

We plan to purchase 10,000 copies--in the Vietnamese
language--of hit movies like Rocky, Indiana Jones, and
Rung Fu, and intersperse our reward offer into the

videotapes. . .

In August 1988, Hendon announced that the ADI would open an office
in Thailand to spread the news of the reward, due to the difficulty
they had encountered in securing advertising time. “You just can’'t
buy any news ads in the Hanoi daily. . . ,"Hendon explained.!¥

In 1989, Hendon, through the POW Publicity Fund, sought to
publicize the $2.4 million reward by launching helium balloons from
a boat in the South China Sea. Each balloon was to carry a message
in Lao and Vietnamese, sealed in a Zip-Loc bag. The POW Publicity
Fund ran a series of advertisements to raise money for this

endeavor.

Hendon also planned to launch balloons into Laos and Thailand,
across the Mekong River. When Thai officials refused to permit
this on the grounds that it might damage Thai-Lao relations, Hendon
and his group obtained permission to float the rewards offers down
the Mekong River instead. Several POW/MIA family members travelled
to Southeast Asia to assist in the distribution of the reward
offer. DIA, however, opposed the reward offer, claiming that it

fostered bad information.Z?%

Others also have criticized the ineffectiveness and negative impact
of reward offers. Gritz testified that:

Very frankly, the Lao people would not know what to do
with a million dollars. They’re living in a land of
communism. They can’t have it. They wouldn’t even
conceive what a million dollars would be. That’s 26
million baht. They’re happy to have 20 baht
[2approximately one dellar]. So those kind of figures
don’t translate over there. . . .

19asheville, North Carolina Citizen-Times, August 5, 1988.
20Gray deposition, November 16, 1992, pp. 35-36.
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+ - + high rewards are not the name of the game. It
doesn’t work. It doesn’t compute to real terms. And so
that one, and then Hendon‘s $2 million where the
Congressmen all got together -- it could be $2 billion.
It wouldn’t -- well, as a matter of fact, maybe §2
billion, the Vietnamese Government might decide or the
Lao may decide hey, now we’re talking turkey here, and
they would be willing to exchange prisoners for that
amount of money. But those kind of things, as far as I'm

concerned, never helped over there. They only hurt the
operation there, 320!

The Committee notes, however, that Gritz’
on the issue. Family members who travelled to Southeast Asia with

Fundraising

In stark contrast to the vast majority of volunteer POW/MIA
organizations, stand a few private organizations who solicit money
from millions of American households. 1In response, the American
public has contributed tens of millions of dollars to the POW/MIA
cause since Operation Homecoming. In many instances, however, well
over half of the money raised was spent on fundraising. This
exorbitant rate, while not illegal, would certainly come as a

set by nationally recognized organizations which monitor the
fundraising activities of public charities,Z20?

Congress, Government officials, POW/MIA families and members of the
public and others have raised questions about the propriety of
fundraising activities conducted by the handful of POW/MIa
organizations which raise millions of dollars with the help of

professional fundraisers who have a financial stake in campaign’s
success.

The Committee found that professional fundraisers created
solicitation materials designed to maximize the emotional impact of
the POW/MIA issue by stating that POWs remain alive in Southeast
Asia and by stating that for a few dollars more, a private
organization can rescue them. 1In virtually every case, materials

?lGritz deposition, pp. 149-150

®Zgee, e.g., Standard #6 established by the National
Charities Information Bureau, Inc. in “Standards in
Philanthropy," which provides that the organization should (a)
spend at least 60% of annual expenses for program activities; (b)
insure that fundraising expenses, in relation to fundraising
results, are reasonable over time.
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i i f POW/MIAs and
istence, identity and location o
riig;igg Eg ;gﬁzgzqihem we}e held out as factual but were bizggegn
gircugstantial and hearsay evideqce far weaker; tha':;.l comitteé
Solicitations to millions of po?intlaltdonozquEE;}siﬁgatg mitted
iti cts about the failure to a ;

cglgtgzitef:ny POW after Operation Homecoqing such as,llFtongria§$£
ihg fact that the boat used in the operation had not left p

three years.

i i - they asserted that
were misleading -- not because €
gg;zezzggngzhive in Southeast Asia, but becg;s: t2§£ fizgiit:g
iti i including a
ose critical information incl
gi;gimation was usually second and third-hand rumors.

ool he
The Committee’s investigation was hampered by the rqfus:itgzutar
et ctive fundraising organizations to cooperate, ;F_p ular
mﬁs ?t tried to verify statements made in the fugdra 51ngeap¥nc
gfégccount for POW/MIA, Inc. (Skyhook II), gggfagigf Ri;ﬁ.véteraﬁé
Inc., Homecomin ‘ .r

A?ex.;..’;ceanvngtir;;e g;fit;;l;e.,m 'I"he Committee did not seek court
o

i i because most
iri these witnesses’ testimony ]
%rd?li:isir:gqu Ji..f:‘iggmation was available from their profeg::;gn:i
fﬁgdraisers and tax forms that non-profit groups are requi

file.

Amounts Raised

Operation Rescue, Inc. reported on f_ideral :f:e dfforrsng 2t§1§t4 ;i;rn:g
985 through 1990 i receivec ’ '
zgﬁtrggggfﬁ;s.l spent $2,028,440 on fundra;s;ng eg?zgigés ggg
$312,125 on péogram expenses. According to 0perat.1.oni3 eercent -
figuées its fundraising expenses constituted B8B8.8 p
r

contributions.
s
Veterans of the Vietnam War, Inc, reported on federal tax form

i 6,557 in
through 1990 it raised $11,366, .
Eggzrigzﬁgznsigaior yeggg in whiéh it filed relevant information

i i - Boutillier
e e enion (nosoun.for Fom/Aik, Tne.), Copt.
illy Hendon ;
é§§£220§R2§2'M23in§el (American Defense InSttygte)itangofedJaCk
ming II), also refused to testify. . . -
gaggley énggzggon gesc&é, Inc.) testified before the Comg;:t::oi
ale:% ( p1991 but took no gquestions and was dgposedlozestimony
gg; peiiéd. However, he refused to_p;oviqe aggi:izggatois i
i ising activities, informing 2 5 T .
323?3 gzsoignﬁiglFifgh Amendment right against self-incrimination

if called to testify.
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regarding its fundraising expenses
to 42.8 percent of its cont;:qj?butioﬁst.:hey ranged from 28.1 percent

?1;(};20219:8%1 tI(Illxct:.o;ll.n‘l: for POW/IE[IAB, Inc.) reported to the IRS that
fro fundra':Pug 1991 it raised $1,528,223 in contributions and
e arind il J.ng expenses of $395,327. However, information
focatned n bﬁ: ese tax forms can be misleading. For example
from 1987 through late 1992 rhe Pandinioe lioraiser revealed that
contributions on behalf of Skyhook :i-e:x[:.se:r.& e 1e_cted S5 aay b
that amount, Thus, Skyhook II actuall ar;ecrgtalned S 4318 039 oF
I ) eived
the $1.9 million raised. The fundraiser’s figares 1gh§313ﬂ:t39t§§

organization actua i
raised. lly received only 25.8 percent of the money

Homecoming II reported to the IRS i
te that it paid Ted i
iﬁzﬁdzgoznﬁogheoﬂg?lligzr 2? U.S. Veteran gews and gggﬁi:?'mézz
’ ’ ens Y for t-shirts sold at H i
stand at the Vietnam Veterans M i in ¥ ington, D.C.
emorial in Washingto 204
g:;glliggdljl_:i fméght all efforts by the National Park Segvicr:lé tg.géop
Property ar;lg ate ;;glhjj:gzi and other merchandising on national park
L ' L on time was involved in a
:;: r;.g:ji:'.s:o u;:;_-o tt}l:srplf:ure. gf the memorial statue witigitiga;}.ﬁ;
a . t wsulit, against the National L
ggi;es, falso is penc_l:.ng. Despite promises of coogzg:fiogf
S pley refused to provide financial records to the Committ for
1s tax-exempt organization. =e tor

g;evggmioj ttee notes with.cont;.ern that its survey of amounts raised
of someus PP(%W//MIA organizations was hampered by the unwillingness
- . MIA organizations to disclose their fi i

information to the Committee. nancial

Professional Fundraising Techniques

In their depositions before the C i
: ommittee staff i
fundraisers consistently stated that for a fundraisi;lg %;%feislstc;ngé

successful, it must be based on a c
urr :
strong emotional appeal. ent event and it must have a

The POW/MIA issue clearly meets b
oth of these criteria. 1In
Elrigo;gwgganisi?ie wasactiexpve ]]-.;isted l}:ljé fundraisers who, recognizinc;ei?:;
oug out, and sometimes
POW/MIA groups ’ For these fundrai 4 i  otferes on
C . isers, this ivi
opportunity to expand their client base'. activity offered an

204
The paymente were made to , .
Red Hawk Construction Co. Sampley’'s for-profit company,
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The business of raising money typically involves the creation and
use of mailing lists (for direct mail campaigns), and phone lists
(for telemarketing campaigns) which identify potential donors who
statistically can be determined to be susceptible to the particular
charitable appeal. For example, in the case of raising funds for
POW/MIA organizations, professional fundraisers have determined
that females over the age of 50 are the most likely demographic

group to donate.

Contracts between professional fundraisers and their clients
typically give the fundraiser sole responsibility for designing
solicitation materials or scripts; the client’s role is to review
and approve these materials or scripts.

Solicitation materials used by professional fundraisers on behalf
of POW/MIA organizations frequently include petitions which the
prospective donor is asked to sign and return; a representation is
generally made that the petition will be presented to the Congress,
the President or some other government official. These petitions
are called "engagement devices" because they seek to actively
engage the prospective donor in the cause associated with the
solicitation. Frequently, these engagement devises were not
delivered as promised but rather were used to expand the client’s
potential donor list. In at least one case, these engagement
devices were routinely discarded or warehoused.

Operation Rescue, Skyhook II and Vietnam Veterans of the War all
used such engagement devices, but paid little attention to the
petitions, concerning themselves only with the money which often

accompanied the petitions.

Once solicitations are prepared and approved by the client, they
are routinely mailed to hundreds of thousands of persons, at bulk
rates available to charitable organizations. In the case of
telemarketing campaigns, thousands of telephone calls are placed.
Contributions from as few as 2 percent of those solicited by mail
can be deemed successful. For telephone solicitations the figure

is somewhat higher.

In some instances, fundraisers and charities will engage in
"prospecting" appeals, at a financial loss to the charity (but not
to the fundraiser), in order to generate a list of known
contributors. Donations are expected to exceed expenses as the
known contributors are subjected to repeated, urgent solicitations
for money. Because the professional fundraiser’s profits are
considered expenses of the prospecting appeals, it is possible for
the professional fundraiser to earn a profit even when donations
from a particular campaign do not exceed expenses.

The fundraising materials and scripts used by various POW/MIA
organizations typically contain themes designed to have maximum
emotional appeal. One common theme is that the group is on the
verge of rescuing a POW and if the recipient does not send money
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promptly, boys who have survived against all odds for 20-pl

X -plus

will die.? For example, the following are sample gtate%iii:
contained in direct mail solicitations of the American Defense

Institute:

It is important to get American People to support i
to rescue our POW hostages. P 193 action

E:: ?fﬁfiyegrsthave passed now for us to let our men
guish in torture cages any longer. 0O i
hangs in the balance. o g ur national honor

I promise to tell all of our hostages, when they are
finally freed, of the vital role you played in {heir
release. I wish you would write a brief note on the
encloged donation card, which I will personally hand to
the first man to regain his freedom.

Samples of statements contained in direct i ici i
mail solicitations se
out on behalf of Operation Rescue, Inc.: nt

If I can’t raise §13,671.77 by October 31 ital
intelligence gathering é;nnot conginue. oo

You may wake up tomorrow morning and hear that the fi
T irst
American POW has been rescued. We are that close.

Those of us here have only until December [1987] to get

them qut. After that, no telling what the savage
communists might do.

We are very, very close to freeing one of our vali
ia
Americans.[December, 1988) J n

Samples of statements contained in direct mail solici i
o]
out on behalf of Skyhook II:2% licitations sent

We’'re close to making contact with an American POW who
has been alone since his fellow prisoner died of natural
causes less than a year ago. That effort could fail for
lack of funds. [This quotation is part of a letter that
Skyhook IT mailed one time to its donors in March, 1987.])

20Letter U-1520/VO-PW, November 23, 1987, from DIA to Hon.
Steppen J. Solarz, Chairman, Sub-Committee on Asian and Pacific
Affairs, U.S. House of Representatives.

_2“During the Committee’s public hearing on December 2, 1992
Committee members incorrectly stated that certain Skyhook II '
sol%c1tations had been mailed continuously over a six year
period, when in fact they were mailed as set forth herein.
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They relocated the 17 we were trying to contact. [This
quotation is part of a letter that Skyhook II mailed to its
donors one time in March, 1987.]

If enough concerned citizens respond . . . we should
gain the $64,300 we need to launch a carefully planned
mission . . . built around a small elite force. . . .

[This quotation is part of a letter that Skyhook II
mailed to non-donors in March and September, 1988.]

We must move quickly before they get word of us and
force-march the POWs . . . Timing is critical to make
sure Papa has the financial backing to rescue the first
POW. [This quotation is part of a letter that Skyhook II
mailed one time to its donors in April, 13988.]

Operation Regcue, Inc.

Operation Rescue employed Eberle and Associates as its professional
fundraisers from 1983 through 1986. Bruce Eberle is the chairman of
the board and a majority owner of Eberle & Associates, a Vienna,
Virginia based direct marketing company which provides fundraising
services to nonprofit and for profit organizations. Linda Canada,
an employee of Eberle & Associates, and handled Jack Bailey’'s

Operation Rescue, Inc. account.

In approximately three years Eberle prepared more than 40
solicitations on behalf of Operation Rescue and mailed them to
hundreds of thousands of potential donors at bulk rates. They
brought in contributions of approximately $2 million.

According to Eberle, the basis for the representations in the
solicitation letters came from Jack Bailey. Eberle believed
Bailey,?’ although he had no more than Bailey’s word that POWs
were alive and suffering from malnutrition.

Canada designed most of Operation Rescue’s solicitations from 1984
to 1986, sending solicitation letters along standard emotional
appeals to Bailey for his approval before disseminating them to the
public. She never questioned the reliability of Bailey'’s
statements?® and told investigators that she could not provide
the Committee with any facts to back up her statement in a 1985
solicitation that *men are in terrible shape. Their time is

running out. "%

207pherle deposition, p. 82.
208canada deposition, p. 43.

209Tbid., p. 54.
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In a 1986 letter, Operation Rescue told potential donors that
unless it received $13,671.77, wvital intelligence-gathering
missions might have to be stopped. If those missions did not
continue, there was no hope for the return of POW/MIA’s held
captive in Vietnam, the letter stated. 20

In April, 1985 solicitations stated that Bailey had just returned
from an intelligence-ga.thering mission and confirmed the location
of live American POW's. The solicitation stated that the men were
in terrible shape and their time was running out. The solicitation
was designed as a "post Gram" stating that Operation Rescue had
more evidence of 1live Americans, This Post Gram and another
solicitation purporting to be a copy of a letter written by Bailey
while aboard his rescue ship, the Akuna II jin the South China Sea,
were not what they appeared to be.

These scenarios were concocted by Bailey’s fundraisers. A
memorandum dated April 2, 1985 from Eberle to Canada laid it out:

In addition to the two fundraising appeals which I drafted
today, I have an idea for three more packages on behalf of
Operation Rescue. Here they are:

1. Some sort of an international cable gram sent from
Thailand to the donor describing the "evidence" that

2. A handwritten or hand printed letter on lined note paper
written by firelight during an intelligence gathering
mission either inside of Cambodia or Vietnam, or at least
on the banks of the river which divides Thailand and
Cambodia. Same message.

Akuna is in port and can‘t leave again unless a certain
amount of money is received. Letter could even be
drafted on the deck of the Akuna. Once again, this letter
should either be handwritten, hand printed or typed on a
portable typewriter. Same message.

Linda, obviously these are take-offs on your current package.
They could be used as *challenger* packages to test against
your current control package. They should be tested head to
head with the control pPackage and any other challenger
backages which you mail.

201hiqg.
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During the relevant period, the Al-]clu.naDnever claﬁit oSfongS]::l;Ji:ae Hg:ﬁg;
i to a telegram from the Departm A
gg;z:g;gg, 1986, whj.clEI quotes a letter from the Harbor Master:

. . the Akuna] has been anchored in Songkhla for
J':oughly g:wo years ](Actually three), never leaving ;ﬁ
rooring . . . The ARkuna has not perfo:::med any uze :
service, and that it has not _received maintenance 1011:'
long time. In this regard, it nof:es that the skele on
crew of two watching over the ship has absolutely no

knowledge of how to maintain it.

The Post Gram and the handwritten letter are clear examples of
misleading solicitations.

Skyhook II

imi tion Rescue’s. One
’ odus operandi is similar to Opera L
fglergolc.’{e{tiérsc?aimed Ehat POW’s are starved and clad in féltﬁg ‘x;gg;
and airmen are kept chained in tiny bamboo cages and ma ef. or
like animals.?!! Another 1986 letter stateccil t.l'lat.brga]\.r: c;ges ng
X imals cooped in jun .
men are treated worse than anima ages.
d i hat these recent reports a
Skyhook II’s materials state t ec rts all come
i been verified by lie e
from refugees whose claims have : o clone to monios
. 6, Skyhook II represented that "we a _ _
zsgteslctn::i]iis a'n Akgerican POW who has been alone since his fellow

prisoner died.*2!®

i i i ded a script used by
ising techniques used by Skyhook II inclu
f\]?rlgi?lg;i% telemangceter, Infocision Management, Inc. on October

13, 1992 which claimed that:

t admit to live

. . « our effort to have the governmen

POW/MIA’s in Southeast Asia has been so relentless tlc';at

last week the Senate Subcommittee subpoenaed our records.
.We are now closer than ever to bringing these war

heros home. . .
Additional scripts were drafted to prepare telemarketers to

i ixed income, unemployed
objections by people who were on fixe
g:'eii??eor ':tl:he widows or widowers of prior donors.

DIA to Hon.
1 -1520/VO-PW, November 23, 1987, from ion
StephenL?T?t?slc;lt;rz, Chaimah, Sub-Committee on Asian and Pacific

Affairs, U.S. House of Representatives.

221hid,

231bid.
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From July, 1985 through August, 1992, Skyhook II used the services
of Response Development Corporation, a professional fundraising
organization which has been in the direct mail business since 1945,

RDC prepared and sent solicitation letters using POW/MIA
information provided by former LeBoutillier, and Skyhook II's agent
in Thailand, Al Shinkle. RDC’s writers never independently checked
the veracity of this information, which included purported live
sighting reports and photographs determined to be unreliable by
DIA.?* However, RDC routinely collected information and media
reports concerning the POW/MIA issue in order to corroborate, to
the extent possible, the information provided to them by
LeBoutillier and Shinkle. RDC'’s highly emotional, urgent appeals
for money, often promised that the money raised would be used to
rescue live POW/MIAs; in some cases, however, 100 percent of the
money raised was used to pay debts LeBoutillier owed to RDC.

In August, 1992, RDC terminated its efforts for LeBoutillier and
Skyhook II, citing a dearth of "good conservative donor files" and
media attention which discounted the evidence used in the
fﬁndraising appeals before the donors had a chance to respond to
them.

Of the nearly $1.9 million raised by RDC for Skyhook II, RDC kept
nearly $1.7 million. Despite the fact that RDC kept 88.5 percent of
the money it raised, accounting regulations allow charities to
include portions of the fundraising packages into program expenses
(as opposed to fundraising expense) if the package contains certain
informational/educational content. This is accomplished by
counting the lines of text in the letter that actually ask for
money, and then calculating a percentage of the letter that is
"education" as opposed to “solicitation.” 1In this way, Skyhook
II's fundraising expenses are reported as closer to 50 percent of
revenue than 88.5 percent. In some solicitation packages, however,
as much as 75 percent of the content was considered "program®
rather than "solicitation.* This technique is a standard industry
practice, but unknown to the donating public.

Veterans of the Vietnam HWar, Inc.

Veterans of the Vietnam Wax, Inc. (VVnW) engaged The Creative
Advantage, Inc., a professional fundraiser to prepare its mail
solicitations. Marilyn Price of Fairfax, Virginia is the President
and majority stockholder of The Creative Advantage, Inc., a company
which provides fundraising services to national and international

2YRDC was unaware that DIA had investigated these matters
and informed the staff that it would have ceased mailing the
questioned materials had it known of DIA‘s conclusions.
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nonprofit organizations. She is also owner and president of
Creative Management Services, Vvnw’s management consultant.

Price’s testimony explained how a professional fundra_iser _can
virtually create a client. According to her testimony,.PrJ.ce f.u_:st
learned of Vvnw in the summer of 1982 by reading an article in Life
magazine about veterans and their children injured by. Agent Orange
exposure. The article contained a photograph of Michael MJ.]..ne,
executive director of VvnW. Price found the lLife magazin? article
compelling and sought to contact Milne because another client also

was interested in Agent Orange.

At that time, Price was working for another fundraiser, R_esponse
Dynamics. Shortly thereafter, she left Response Dynamics and
formed her own company, The Creative Advantage, Inc. M.:..lnt?'s
organization, VvnW, was Price’s client, first at Response Dynamics
and then at The Creative Advantage, from 1982 unt.J.l ‘Septet_nber,
19891. From 1985 through 1991, more than 2.5 million highly
emotional, urgent solicitations were mailed on behalf of VVnW
claiming that live U.S5. servicemen were being held captive and that
rescue could be achieved through VVnW. One, sent in 1991, stated:

Thanks to your support, Veterans of the Vietnam War, Inc.
has sent a delegation to Vietnmam to negotiaj:.e for the
release of our POW’s. During these meetings in Vietnam,

the Vietnamese Jeaders <told our regresentatiyes that
Amerit_:-an POW’s are still alive in Southeast Asia! THEY

ADMITTED IT —- FINALLY! This confirms live sighting
;:_e-i:ort_:s collected by the other "core" groups. We're
making some important progress as negotiations continue.

Marilyn Price drafted and signed a solicitation letter in January,
1991 on behalf of VVnW which stated in part:

Our representatives have been to Southeast Asia to meet
with government leaders to break the deadlock. _"HE
Vietnamese have admitted that some of our men are still

alive!

Another solicitation from VVnW claimed that Norwegian workers in
Vietnam had seen POW’'s who had called ouwt to them. In all,
solicitation materials prepared by Price were sent to ]_mndreds of
thousands of Americans netting more than $11,000,000 since 1984.

In o undraising campaign, Price of The Creative Advantage, Inc '
azrarzlﬁ.?gef:l for thge pxl')oduction and broadcast of a television
commercial asking viewers to call a toll-free telephone number to
get a petition to the President of the United States. They would
sign and return it to VvnW for delivery. to the U.5. Government to
show the wide-spread desire to bring missing servicemen home. The
petitions urged the Administration to "do everything humanly
possible to secure the immediate release of our brave American
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. ion {
office pox controlled by che 5, Signed and mailed to a post
Petitioners’

According to an i i
. affidav i :
Executive Director of vvﬁgi provided by Michael Milne, National

1. Between 19857
. and 19
signatures on petitions.. "° CO°llected 126,812
2, These petitions were deli

Vietnam Wﬂr, Inc.

3. . .
We continued to receive the Petitions. we changed

the name on the
new i " ;
Reagan" to "My, Presideggfﬁitlons from “President

4, i
siikgf-giﬁrpeﬁgtlons we collected are stored in
il Vietnamﬁg ennsylvania warehouse. Veterans g
ar, Inc. provided photographs of the:e

request to substantiate the
?:Ef pProvided field
L i e who apparentl

Teéports document the thrust Tyhock 1T, h ola
‘ . of some s . e field
contained in VVnwW's solicitation méteggéggt alls of the Sratements

One report, in the fo

€ m of
fhln.kle to Milne, warned Mj.ln'a leetzsgmc:iated
earned was being sponsored by vvnw: =

December 10 1989 f
agent whon éhinkle i:g
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I found [the agent] to be of average or slightly below
average intelligence but with a vast amount of energy and
a deep~set conviction that he could collect intelligence
information from inside Laos and recover living POWs
better than anyone else.

During that short time frame he distinguished himself by
being bilked out of a respectable sum of money by con
artists (not his money, but that of another), being
arrested for violating Thai Internal Security Operations
command and placed on a watch-list for actions not in
keeping with then current Thai foreign policy, wenching
and drinking so frequently that he still has a reputation
for so doing in Nakhon Phanom, Thailand.

. . In my opinion, he is a rank amateur with some kind
of personal mental problem which makes him unreliable and
controllable. In short, and in words that are easily
understood, he is an accident looking for a place to

happen.

In July, 1989, the agent wrote a letter to Milne discussing what he
had learned:

During my stay I learned more in a short time than the
Government has learned in 15 yrs. I learned where many
of our people are, and actually negotiated for the
release of several of them. I worked with many of the
agents who have been scamming Americans for yrs. but in
my case we were working under a different set of rules.
I worked with former Pathet Lao military personnel, and
some still in the service. I worked with refugees from
Laos, and Thai nationals also.

I learned that there are 253 Americans still being held
in Laos, with a total of approx. 500 in all of S.E. Asia.
A great number of the men being held in Laos are
constantly being observed by friendly agents working for
other Americans in the area, to maintain a knowledge of
their presence at all times.

Another thing I learnmed is this, no one in S.E. Asia
thinks the Government is interested in live Americans.
[E]lveryone, Everyone that I talked to especially from
Laos is under the impression that remains are the only
thing of value. This is because live Americans are not,
nor ever have been mentioned in any talks or negotiations

with the government of lLaos.

An example of this particular case in point is this —- In
1988 a Pathet Lao soldier brought a fresh set of remains
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and Dog~tags to an American in Ba

soldier, believing that the only vatae o ti?hissejl-\]r.n.eriThe

tgg 2?5 his remains, Killed him and cooked the flesh from

the ones, bleached them, and then tried to sell them
e had been successful and gotten a good price fo£

them, he act ; Al
i his care-ually intended to kill the remaining 2 POWs

This soldier was shocked, a i i
» and disappointed to learn th
‘Jﬁd e!»r-l_:anteci LIVE Americ_ans. Negotiation are presenti;
u away to try to gain the release of the 2 survivors
ur governments policy of remains only "caused this man';

death.* There is no telling how
their lives in a similar fasﬁion. many more have lost

gilgsfgézgig:ranged.for'anw'to:uti%ize the telemarketing services

So0-pEe Management Corp. During its campaigns approximatel

300, telephone calls were placed?’ to prospective donorsy
ing urgent, emotional appeals seeking money to rescue POWs. Aé

part of this arrangement i i s
percent kiCkback.”g r Price elicited from Infocision a three-

In addition, Price entered into
N 4 management co
with VvnW that was to net her $5,000 a égnth i

net income of vvnW. At h i
e er insistence,

ant agreement
plus 10 percent of the
the agreement stated in

E;Einses related to the performance of this agreement

gﬁndraf:inémtigorLZEd] @S5 program expenditures [not

xpenses on the client’s financial

iﬁati?entg and tax returns. Neither the existence nor

.eh etails of this agreement will be discussed by
elther party with any membex(s) of the press.

VVnW has balked at paying some of Pri
i ices
with her at publication time. fees and was

DIA’s Analysis of Fundraising Solicitations

In 1987, DIA analyzed representations
I such as those set fo
:11:: fog;zg a;?::tf::sary mgt;.a]{: hdonors might easily concﬂ.:c}ilea:g::
J 2 3 OS¢  representations
substantial intelligence from reliable sghrces who were §353§2223

contact with American prisoners o . -
concluded in part tha£2 f war. The little noticed report

in litigation

MGetzinger deposition, p. 29.
Z%Price deposition, pp. 74 and 81.
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. . . nothing could be further from the truth. Some of
the claims are undoubtedly the invention of the authors.
« « « [Floxr all their proof and untold millions of
dollars raised, none of these groups or individuals have
yet to furnish even the slightest shred of evidence of
POW’s, much less secure the return of a living American

captive.

In reviewing the materials, we find they include little
or no substantive data but instead are rambling
discourses filled with inflammatory rhetoric.?!

Use of Proceeds: Fundraising vs. Program Expenses

In many cases fundraising expenses top 50 percent of the total
amount donated by the public. The issue of how much money a
charity should spend to raise money and whether and how the public
should be informed of the high cost of fundraising has been the

subject of much debate.

In 1989, the Subcommittee on Antitrust, Monopolies and Business
Rights of the Senate Judiciary Committee held hearings on abuses in
charitable gift giving that showed how professional fundraisers
sometimes dupe well-meaning charities into contracts that result in
huge consulting fees with little or nothing left over for the
charitable purpose.?® Of concern to the Select Committee is that
while professional fundraisers often raise enormous sums, very
little goes to the cause. The Committee’s investigation revealed
that many POW/MIA organizations receive as little as 13 percent of
the money generated by their professional fundraisers. Creative
accounting often boosts that figure closer to 50 percent, as in the
case of Skyhook II.

In at least one instance, state regulators have attempted to
challenge excessive fundraising expenses. A pending civil suit in
Illinois seeks injunctive and other relief against the fundraiser
for VietNow, a Rockford, Illinois based POW/MIA organization. The
State alleges that:

Since July 1, 1987 to the present, Defendants . . . have
acted as professional fundraisers and solicited
charitable donations from the public for VietNow’s
charitable purposes through their own acts and in concert

AN etter U-1520/VO-PW, November 23, 1987, from DIA to Hon.
Stephen J. Solarz, Chairman, Sub-Committee on Asian and Pacific
Affairs, U.S. House of Representatives.

28gearing Before the Subcommittee on Antitrust, Monopolies
and Business Rights of the Committee on the Judiciary, U.S.
Senate, December 15, 1989, Serial No. J-101-55.
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with others in an amount of at 1
i é east $1.524 mil i
géigggw receiving only $224,000 (14.6 percengfxgg :;:2
charitébi .f. By taking possession and control of said
cha publii tllféis t1i11peonf tl:ie Defefdants' representation to
unds would be used fo
purposes, the Defendants had a fiduciary duiyctgrézggi;

accuracy and clarity of information filed with the 1IRS. The
Committee has reviewed several Forms 990 filed by various POW/MIA
organizations and found that in some instances these forms are
incomplete and inaccurate on their face, even when prepared by
major accounting firms.

Since these charitable organizations are exempt from taxation,
there is little incentive for state and federal regulators to audit
them closely. This, combined with the complexities of accounting
standards governing the allocation of expenses forces the public to
rely on private watchdogs such as the National Charities

Information Bureau.

but in charging the fee amounts they charged they

breached thei
public. s heir duty and defrauded the donating

Digclosure of Fundraising Expenses

Another concern of the Committ
er C ee and others includin i
Association of Attorneys General, is what' donors ag:etht?:ilg tiggﬁé

where money donated to the
recent Loy ceniored to th Cause actually goes. According to a

Canada, the account executive for Operation Rescue, testified that

it would undercut the success of a fundraising campaign to disclose
the involvement of a professional fundraiser.?® A typical donor

Legislatures and courts have en
; ] gaged in a tug-of-
the regu;atlon of charitable fundraising. QLegi:T:£3;2:

SOliCit funds and the pule.c's O give to
ds right to choose t gi t
these char:.t:.es. Unfortunately, following Schaumbur
2llaumburg,

charitable purposes In 1987 i
. in Rile . i
federation of the Blind, [487 U.S. 781 (1568)] Tho Coo

wants to believe that one person is writing to them as a donor: if
the fundraiser disclosed his or her role it would "completely
destroy the success of the mailing.*?? The issue of public
disclosure is an issue that states have tried to address but recent
Supreme Court decision have restricted states’ ability to regulate

raising costs.

Price, the fundraiser and management consultant to VVnW, drafted a
contract with VVnW specifying that the c¢harity record her
management fee as a program cost not a fundraising cost in their
financial statements and tax returns.?”® Such accounting measures
have been a concern to not only this Committee but to the states
which attempted to regulate accounting practices of the charities.
In 1989, Connecticut’s Attorney General testified that new
accounting rules permit a charity to shift a generous portion of
the cost of raising money into program services in its expense
statements. This exaggerates the amount of money spent on the

cause. 2

Other POW/MIA Groups

The staff invited more than 50 of the hundreds of grassroots
POW/MIA organizations to provide information on a voluntary basis
concerning their educational, fundraising and other activities.
More than 30 organizations responded and investigators took

Given the current state of the law, the public’s ability to inform

itself of i
a charity'’s fundraising expenses depends largely on the 22lcanada deposition, p. 44.

219 .
People of the State of Tllinois vs. Telemarketin #1bid,

Associates, Inc. et al N i
_Inc. s No. 91-C4926, Circuit
County, Illinois County Department, cﬁancer;lnisg:f:nOf Cook “price deposition; pp. 61-62.

2Hearing Before the Subcommittee on Antitrust, Monopolies
and Business Rights of the Committee on the Judiciary, U.S.
Senate, December 15, 1989, Serial No. J-101-55, p. 103.
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testimony <from officials and members of

organizations and families.?* numerous  POW/MIA

The Committee contacted over
50 randoml

;ﬁggni:gtiogsdthat are concerned with the Powjﬁlghizzie Whil
most_ nozog ed favorably to the committee’s request soﬁe eithe
informationo rgﬁpond, or indicated that they would ﬁot provideer
thiormation. g e following list reflects those organizations
poat ¥ ponded to the committee’s request for information b

er 1, 1992, whether or not they provided information-y

Americans Abandoned In Southea i :
" : st Asia (Mi
American Ex-Prisoners of War (Ar]jngtoé' %i?rd, DE)

The Baron 52 Project, In
Rravo. (Cassban. gA) ' €. (St. Petersburg, FL)

Bring Them Home! (Walnut Creek
ca)
Brotherhood of Vietnam Vetera s
s ns, Inc. (H
greedgm Now gf Virginia, Inc. (ﬁewport(Ng::tosi)TX)
eorgia Committee for POW/MIA (Norcross GA;
EgartAgf Illinois (Pekin, IL) !
ima Area MIA-POW (Columbus Grove, OH
LiYe POW Committee of Colorado (Fért éollins co
ﬁg;ﬁe V%etgam Veterans Vigil (Bath, ME ’ )
esota League of FPamilies of
§A¥7P0W§, T o) of POW/MIA (Eagan, MN)
ational Alliance of Families-
’ (?ockville, ) es-Maryland Chapter
ational Forget-Me-Not Assn. (New i
. Port Ri
g::igz:i ieague og Families (éashington, SE?Y' )
eague of Families-Ohio C
. (Columbus, Ohio) hapter.
ational Vietnam POW Strike Force (Hou
1 1 ston, TX
National Vietnam Veterans Coalition (Washiﬁgto% bC
gggfigiég Rgscue (Garden Grove, CAa) ’ )
oalition of Long Island (Fre
§;9°W' Net:ork (Skidmore, MO) ( Sport. W)
isoner of War Committee of Michi
; C gan (Union Lak
gei River Valley Fighter Pilots Associétion (Derg' Méé
Sgaiégg ghunder-PA (Phoenixville, PA) Y )
ide Support League POW/MIA (Tabor Cit
32:: ForcemeEga, Inc. (Glendalé, AZ) ey NO)
rans of the Vietnam War, Inc. (Wilkes-B
. -Barre, P
ggterans Support Group of Dickinson County (Abiieng) KS
v:!.etnam Veterans of America, Inc. (Washington DC) ’ )
v:.Letnam Veterans of America-Chapter #82 (Hickéville NY
letnam Veterans of America-Chapter #233 ' )
_(New Brunswick, NJ)
VietNow, Inc. (Rockford, 1IL)
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Most POW/MIA groups are all-volunteer efforts ranging to
memberships of several t+housand. Most operate on budgets of less
+than $20,000 per year and raise funds through local activities,
membership dues and personal mailings. Most have done an exemplary
job in keeping the POW/MIA issue alive, and it is their voices that
have sounded a continual demand for the return of any remaining
POWs and the fullest possible accounting of all MIAs.

The Committee believes the following sampling is representative of
the tireless efforts of hundreds of bona fide organizations
throughout the country. The listing is alphabetical, and it is by
no means intended to be exhaustive:

BRAVO

BRAVO, The Brotherhood Rally of All Veterans Organization, was
organized in 1971 as an annual picnic for veterans, their families
and friends and has developed into a multi-media communications
vehicle for military and veterans related activities, opportunities
and events.

From 1982 through 1985 BRAVO published The Veterans Observer, and
since 1985, publishes The Veteran’s Outlook, & bi-monthly,
military/veterans publication distributed internationally. BRAVO
also produces the only weekly television program exclusively
dedicated to veterans affairs. Over 600 half-hour segments of
»Sound Off!" have been produced and distributed over the Public
Broadcasting System. BRAVO has been instrumental in disseminating
information about Agent Orange, post traumatic stress disorder,
POW/MIAs and a host of other military and veterans issues. BRAVO
has participated in rallies, vigils and other events throughout the
nation, collecting and distributing information, and reporting to
the veteran community.

BRAVO's efforts are worldwide in scope. In 1990, BRAVO members
were part of the delegation of the National Vietnam Veterans
Coalition which travelled to the former Soviet Union to assist in
establishing their own POW committee. In addition, Tony Diamond,
BRAVO'’s Executive Directox, travelled several times to the region,
working with high level officers and Afghan leaders to develop a
dialogue of mutual assistance, working toward the release of all
POWs from all nations and all wars. In addition, on March 6, 1992,
BRAVO participated in the first International Veterans Telemarathon
in Moscow, Russia -- a television broadcast aired around the world
which asked that anyone who knows of POWs to inform the
organization, or the powers that be.far from exhaustive.

Georgia Committee for POW/MIA, Inc.

The Georgia Committee was formed by JoAnn Shaw, the sister of Major
James William Reed (MIA in Laos since July, 1970) and its main
objective is the return of, or accounting for, missing servicemen.
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It furthers its goal through public awareness activities and relies
completely on volunteers to produce a newsletter, public addresses,
slide Presentations, ceremonies, and to meet with elected officials
about the POW/MIA issue, Georgia Committee officers have made
nhumerous appearances on television and radio, and have traveled
extensively, at their own expense, to appear on behalf of the
POW/MIA issue. In addition, the Georgia Committee maintains close

ties with the Natiomal League of Families, and disseminates League
information to its membership.

Funding for the Georgia Committee comes from membership dues, from
the sale of POW/MIA memorabilia (POW bracelets, T-shirts, flags,

etc.) and donations. Its average annual budget is approximately
$8,000.

The L.ima (Ohio) Area MIA-POW

The two principals of the Lima Area MIA-POW, Jack and Wilma
Laeufer, are cousins of USAF Col. Owen G. Skinner, an American
Pilot missing in Laos since 1970. The Laecufer’s sell POW/MIA items
by mail in order to raise public awareness of the POW/MIA issue and
do not solicit public donations. From 1984 to 1591, the Laeufers
also have donated $107,300 to 24 other non-profit organizations who

devote their efforts full-time to the return of missing American
servicemen.

The Laeufers also have been involved with planting "freedom trees,"
building and displaying simulated POW cages, conducting candlelight
vigils, participating in Christmas tree festivals and many other
POW/MIA related activities, In October, 1992, the Laeufers
attended the dedication of the Australian Vietnam Forces National
Memorial in Canberra, Australia at their own expense.

Minnesota Leaque of Families/Minnesota Won‘t Forget POW/MIA

Minnesota Won't Forget POW/MIA and the Minnesota League of Families
are ‘"sister" organizations which function independently but
coordinate with each other for special events and functions.
Minnesota Won‘t Forget POW/MIA is comprised of veterans and
Concerned citizens; the Minnesota League of POW/MIA Families is

pressing to have an 18’ X 287 POW/MIA flag flown in the Metro Dome;
initiating state legislature hearings on the POW/MIA issue;

of petitions to the President, the Vietnamese Mission in New York,
the Lao Embassy, the Russian Embassy and the Pope; and the
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Minnesota Won'’t Forget POW/MIA 46-member flag unit has marched in
more than 100 parades.

Their current work includes placing billboard; and tfla;;s ::x;j?:tg;xogg
i te videos to
the state, provide speakers and dona poariety of
i maintain a POW/MIA merchandise: ootk
;ignazig::lggzée Fair, produce a free newsletter with a c;rcult;&tion
topping 2,000; and co-producing programs for POW/MIA Recognition

Day and Prayer Day.

POW Network

was founded in 1989 by Chuck Shantag of Davenport,
%lgsal.:owIE etc:)‘;%z];s 2 bulletin board service thqtfletst.igiergs ailé
guestions, obtain informatipn gnd post new .1.113l orlga .'Iér dey and
becomes available. The service is available 24. ou.z:1 II]). oy thiy
is free of charge, but its operators ask for a five- o 2'on
donation. The POW Network is an all-volunteer organization.

Prisoner of War Committee of Michigan

The Prisoner of War Committee of Michigan ( "POWCOM" ) was_organi::d
in 1970 for the purpose of protecting and fgrtherlngszgﬁglgﬁe:giioﬁ
i elfare of American prisoners of war, mi
::-xdghil'slezgdf:milies. Of the 2,264 servicemen still unaccounted for
ietnam war, 73 are from Micl}igan. )
gg;gmi}'lz v;:mary‘ i fu;:tction is to raise pung.J.::: }alwarer;?: te;bog:
a ave

POW/MIAs and the many discrepancy cases tha t Lo be

i ublic include publicatio

resolved and its efforts to educate the p L °

i i hes, an annual foot race,

of a newsletter and reading list, speec ’ 1 F Face,

i 1 construction, and vigi
advocacy of POW flag legislation, memoria : o and vigils
man 1so coordinates activiti

and y other events. POWCOM also T funds 1te omosations
MIA and veterans organizations. I und :

2§2§§gﬁogéivate donations and has not used professional fundraisers

to send out mass mailings.

Red River Valley Fighter Pilots Association

War by pilots who

" Rats" was formed during the Vietnam_ Lot

g.l:w I:nji‘;es?.ons over Route Pack Vf of fNo:':'t:h Vleiﬁ:m.p agiigi;:iil:'}s’
& series of tactical con erences, i

igfx:?gﬁgd Elmseeting after the war to maintain the fellowship among

air crewmen who fought together.

issi i ide scholarship

i Rats’ mission nationally :i.s to provi 10la i

zgzislgl‘;iz to the children of U.S._ servicemen killed or ;n;gs;ggei.‘xé

action in Southeast Asia, Iran, Libya, Grenada, Panama, nd Desext

Storm To date, the River Rats have awarded more hal o0

schola.lrships totalling more than $760,0£J(-), 12?::?,(1 :l'?apicerz ahave

iti er

ability and need. In addition, sev - Tomilice P taeluding
i rsonal assistance for POW/MIA ' d

gig:?t:?d hgsse repairs and chores, ball games, camping trips,
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family outings and other social even
ts. As of 1992, the
than 70 1local chapters, who meet at a ";_:ractit'i":ee w:?:fn?grf'e'

(practicing for the reunion with pi i i
until all ore acconntad for) | pilots lost during the Vietnam war

Discussion

Clearly the intentions of the vast
Bajority of those i i
ggW/I:IIt.II:e I;I.tsséxoe k.:iéptizf ;_irivate lievel have been honorall;‘lr.zlvaendd Wt;'ile.1
rams, € lssue alive has been genuine, 0On)
number of organizations have employed prof £ s and o
fundraisers Among those who did Yhowp c essional_ ing goand slick
: . eéver, fundraising goal ft
outweighed the concern for making'sure tha'l': vio il
representatio 1
faci.: Accurate and that what was promised, g’uch as pet?.sti‘;i];e ;2

While all of the fundraisers who wer i
. ] e deposed laid respo ili
r?lgt.ei}f;ii cg.é.ef:se qﬁgfl th?. reprhesentations made in sglggizgiigi
i ’ Y clear that they all Played a i
crafting and disseminating the misle - ations oo ln
t : ading re resentations.
Committee’s examination of the Professional pfundraisers revzgle

skilled profes . :
finds trgublin;{-'?z?als who engaged in pPractices that the Committee

over 50 years old based on emoti
2 ; onal appeals of anxiet
Egg:.i..fied cir;afcéar eadﬁtteg (as did all the other fundrai;eerlsr :rﬁg
e Committee) that the POW/MIA iss
;:gggz:rflulpgggl:on%he strong :motiona.l response it evokes f:lr:lgm :ﬁ:
i . All of the fundreisers de osed b
S;mm:.li :etepeo ;?:sﬁdldmb t solicitations stating therepwas “evjl.fderfgz
' u € more successful than solicitati i
such evidence.?? mTherefore Claims of 1j n in pacelout
. POWs can in t, b
traced to fundraisers’ ca::e'full emoty Statione
. t Y crafted emotional i i
and not to reljable intelligence or genuine informatggr{j.-c-ltatlons

should be addressed in the next Ccon i

L : ess with i
leg;.slat.!.on. Clearly, legislative initigiives r.lles.i.gn“tzlzip:r:tt::’c‘ti> rrt:ltg
corporations and individuals more accountable for the

**Canada deposition + P. 64.
*¥1bid., p. 64.

“’Ibid., p. 53. Eberle deposi :
deposition, i;,p53_ eposition, p. 79. Price
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representations appearing in solicitation materials are warranted.
In addition, 1legislation is needed to address the creative
accounting methods which currently permit charities to distort
their fundraising expenses in reports filed with the IRS. The
Committee recommends that these issues be addressed by the
Subcommittee on Consumer of the Senate Committee on Commerce,
Science and Transportation as well as the Subcommittee on Taxation
and Debt Management of the Senate Finance Committee.

Significantly, the continuvation of misleading soliecitation
materials over a period of years was fostered, in part, by a DIA
directive classifying POW/MIA reports received after August, 1979,
This well-intentioned policy, imposed to protect the whereabouts of
any Americans who may be alive, had the effect of denying the
public access to professional intelligence assessments of evidence,
and fostered a cottage industry of bogus claims.

This policy was inconsistent with a long-held view within the armed
services and the organizations of POW/MIA next of kin that there be
full disclosure of all information about the fate of POW/MIAs. It
also may have indirectly led to a belief in the existence of
thousands of credible POW/MIA live sighting reports which to date
are open to interpretation.

The failure of the U.S. Government to account for its POW/MIAs
Created a situation in which a broad spectrum of citizens including
decorated war veterans + former POWs and others, sought to force an
accounting through the dissemination of photographs of purported
POWs and the use of solicitation materials predicated on the
assumption that POWs remained captive in Southeast Asia after
Operation Homecoming.

It also led to an environment ripe for adventurers and would-be
rescuers who sought to find answers by conducting their own
reconnaissance and rescue missions overseas —- sometimes with the
covert assistance of the Government. Those missions serve as
further examples of how Government attempts to use private
organizations in clandestine overseas operations can go awry.
Contributors were misled, money lost, time wasted, participants
duped, and international relations between the U.S. and foreign
governments tarnished.

The reconnaissance and rescue missions also raise questions about
the role that the Lao resistance forces have played in producing
questionable evidence about the existence of American POWs in
Southeast Asia.
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Chapter 7

POW/MIA Families

FAMILIES
Missing a Loved One

Nothing can produce emotion, passion and controversy like war. How
could anyone ever forget the scene of a returning POW from Vietnam
kissing the ground as he first set foot on U.S. soil after years of
captivity, and the thrill of watching his wife and children run
across the tarmac and intc his open arms? When a soldier comes
home, it is a joyous reunion.

War also claims victims and produces often untold suffering. Men
and women are killed, and their loved ones mourn. Taps, flags,
military funerals, tears of sadness and shattered dreams are all
products of war. One of the worst tragedies of all is that some
simply become "missing.® Their loved ones both mourn and hope. The
years drag on, and the long-waitfor-answers can become unbearable.
In this regard, the Committee notes with sadness the tragic death
last year of Mrs. Marion Shelton, the devoted wife of Capt. Charles
Shelton, USAF, the only serviceman still officially listed by the
Department of Defense as a "POW" captured in Laos during the war.

What could be worse than the emotional turmoil of "not knowing?"
Two family members explained their feelings:

When a beloved son becomes missing in any war, parents
like us become the living dead.??

He loved the Air Force and because of that love, I chose
to serve in the same branch. I feel I owe an awful lot to
my big brother, Buddy. Not a day goes by that I don’t
wonder what happened to him and if he could still be
alive.

For many Korean War POW/MIA families, this anguish has lasted for
four decades; for Vietnam War POW/MIA families, many have hoped and
prayed for 20 years.

National security is no longer a valid excuse for events
that happened 40 years ago. . . .

I feel the American people need to understand some of the
anguish that families experience when a father is taken
away and there’s no explanation given to the child as to
why. . .

20 pather of serviceman missing in action

Blgister of serviceman shot down in  _ December, 1972.
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(My daughter]) writes, "I recently returned from Russia
where I spent two weeks with my mother searching for
clues regarding my father’s disappearance. I found no
answers, just more questions. T don’t know what to say,
except that as I write this memories of my childhood

haunt me, and I am crying. They are tears of sadness,
for I never met my father.

dead. Then a Year ago I found out he was probably taken

"Please keep working on the exchange of information
between our two countries. There are any good people on
both sides willing to help, 232

I had four brothers on the front line at one time. ¥
Youngest brother was captured on November 4, 1950 at
Anju, northeast of Anju, right up here on the map.

In 1953, when the 1last group of prisoners of war were
released on September 3rd or 4th, and I looked at the
television set after I had gotten home -~ I came out all
right -- and I didn’t see my brother’s name on that list,
I told my mother and father there are three things wrong
here. You have to be a pPrisoner of war, killed in
action, or missing in action. That’'s three categories.
And I'm sure he was one of those three, and I was hoping
he would have been alive, and is still alive today.

So, I made a promise to my mother and father in 1950 that

I would never stop looking for him until I brought him
home, dead or alive.2

Families’ Views and Experiences

The Committee understands that it is impossible to make general
statements about specific family members who have all suffered in

B2Jane Reynolds Howard testimony, Nov. 10, 1992

Z3Robert Dumas testimony, Nov. 10, 1992
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i i *missing* loved one.
their own way from the tragedy of having 2 “missing
Whether we sggak of Vietnam or prior wars, the pain is the same.

. . . . icular
amilies are diverse in their views, in the particu
Eircumstances surrounding the loss of thei; loved one, in t@e
experiences they have had in dealing with their government, and in
the feelings toward the Communist governments who hold answers.

i l it can over the
Some believe the U.S. Government has_done al
years; others believe it has bungled 1nexcusablyz Some pf Fhese
families have decided to accept death and move on w;th'thelr llyes;
others wait, convinced that living Americans remain in captivity.

i i i lified to
No one among the Senators on this Committee is qua ed
criticize thg beliefs of the families. None gf us has a missing
loved one from a prior war. On these questions, every PpW/MIA
family member has fair claim to be considered an expert in the
saddest, truest sense of the word.

ilies have suffered the indignities of Cogmun@st governments
3:3 §:32 refused to provide even basic humanitarian lnformatlop ang
answers over the past half-century. They have endured the emotiona
roller-coaster ride of hope and failure year gfter:year after year.
They have watched governments in Southeagt.ASLa dribble out remaﬁns
and heard flat denials that records exist -- and then seen t at
these documents existed all along.

i i i t years,
With the full cooperation of these governments in past
results would have been obtained for many POW/MIA families long
2go. Former President Nixon himself said in January 1992:

It has been obscene, the way they have jusg dribbled out
information to these poor families who simply want to
know what happened.®*

i have seen
The families have been the victims of fraud and they
their own ranks divided by intense differences over the best way to
obtain results. Through it all, they have persevered.

i he war, of
Through years of not knowing, both during and after.t '
bearigg'gge brunt of bureaucra&ies incapab}e of gnswerlng'qqestlong
or responding to requests, of grapplying .w1th. wrench}ng an
sometimes conflicting information, and of dealing with the inhumane
actions of former enemies, POW/MIA families have unfailingly kept
their hopes alive and realistic.

The feelings and commitment of POW/MIA families may best have been
summed up by the son of a serviceman shot down over Laos:

BRichard M. Nixon comments, "Larry King Live,* Jan. 8, 1992
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I was 16 years old when my dad was shot down. Dad was
42. He was a big man with a good sense of humor and a
big appetite for life. He liked sports cars, bagpipe
music, Irish whiskey; he fished, he rode broncos in the
Rodeo; he loved New Mexico and the Air Force.

I remember him vividly, and miss him terribly.
Nonetheless, I have long been resigned to the fact that
he’s almost certainly dead, and resigned to the fact that
I will probably never know what happened to him. But that
does not relieve me or you of the obligation to try to
find out what did happen to him.

I don’t expect the impossible, only the confidence that
the Government that ordered my father into combat is
doing all that it can to determine his fate and that my
family knows all that this Government knows .23

Families’ Central Role in Committee’s Work
2edss1es Lentral Role in Committee’s Work

The Committee owes its creation to the activism of family members,
and from the beginning we sought to work closely with POW/MIA
families. Family members were represented at the Committee’s
opening and closing hearings. In addition, the Chairman and Vice
Chairman addressed the 1992 conventions of the National League of
Familjes and the National Alliance of Families.

To ensure that families’ concerns were addressed, the Committee’s
Chairman and Vice Chairman wrote to the primary next-of-kin of all
2,266 then unaccounted for servicemen in January 1992, seeking
their advice and participation. Over the course of the Committee’s
year in existence, more than 100 responded, and both the League and
the Alliance have actively monitored the Committee’s work.

In addition, C-SPAN coverage of 18 of the Committee’s 22 open
hearings has kept an audience of 59 million viewers informed.
"Please talk to as many families as You can -- they are the only
ones holding the truth," one family member wrote. "I was glued to
TV [coverage of the hearings]) and watched until 5:30 a.m."

The questions before the American public are the ones that still
gnaw at the families. If there are leads that can be traced to a
living American serviceman, then there must be facts, places,
dates, and descriptions or names. Some of the rhetorical questions
of activists have been provocative, but at the same time the
Government has jealously guarded its documents.

Through all of this, the families simply want answers and results.
The Committee has focused on compelling leads and questions based

Birestimony of Steve Morrissey, Dec. 3, 1992
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on facts. The families deserved no less than an honest search to
understand the truth. We sought information from all sources,
public and private, including activists and current and former
government officials.

he families of the missing deserve not merely wo;ds, but actions,

Enswers, and -- above all -- the truth. The Committee hqs labored
tirelessly in their behalf to provide them the truth. It is a labor
of love, devotion, and gratitude.

The Search for Answers

v s R . ial.
In families’ search for answers, two lngrgdlenps are essentia
First, they must know the U.S. 1is pressing Vietnam, Laos and
Cambodia for all information they have. As the wife of a serviceman
missing in Laos, explained:

"If these men are not alive today, it’s becapse they'were
either starved, executed, nistreated, or simply died of
broken hearts in the last 20 years it has taken to go
looking for them. They [the Lac or Vietgamesg] know
where my husband is. I know this. My family will not
rest until we find the fate of David,"#*

Second, families must know that the U.S. is_do;ng all it can ?n
behalf'of missing servicemen. As Ann Mills Griffiths, the League’s
Executive Director told the Committee:

The vast majority of the POW/MIA families are realistic.
We don’t expect miracles. We expect_serlqusness by our
own government, Executive and Legislative branches,
rather than spontaneous reaction to the squeaky wheel or
the latest editorial.®’

d at, however, what constitutes an answer about.th fate of
ge{noinssfrlllgtioved oné varies from individqal to ipdlvuli.ual. To
satisfy U.S. Government "accounting," policy requires .the man
alive, the man’s remains, or convincing evidence of Why.lt s no?
possible."?® For families, the standard is generally different:
photographs are compelling for some; for others, _pos;tlvely
identified remains are the only acceptable proof; for still others,
even remains are not convincing.

BéHrdlicka testimony, Dec. 3, 1992

BIgriffiths testimony, Nov. 6, 1951

B8eriffiths testimony, Dec. 4, 1992
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Many families know that the answers available most often are merely
clues and not full answers; but few can accept inexplicably
conflicting information as satisfactory, even in a partial answer:

[At the time of my brother’'s disappearance], the Army
told us that every effort was being made to locate him,
including dropping 1leaflets with his picture. Three
months later, the story changed. They said he had been
engaged in a skirmish, that he was ahead of the majority
group and then shot. No other information was provided at
the time and we never got his body or any of his personal
effects. As far as my family is concerned, there are
still many unanswered questions: What really haggened?
Who were the men with him? Where are his things?

I am not expecting a miracle, but I do want to know and have
an explanation/accounting of what took place. Were there, for
example, eyewitnesses? Is this a crash site that has
previously been excavated? What is the terrain?. . . . My
personal goal is to do for [him] what I couldn’t do then and
resolve my grief issues. . . This is the least I can do; Len
and others like him made the ultimate sacrifice. 24

It was during a monsoon, and due to the terrain, a ground crew
could not get to the plane and a helicopter could not land.
After about seven days, they presumed them dead. . . . we have
wondered for 23 or 24 years. Just to know for sure --
something -- would help. My mother has never remarried,
thinking that someday a miracle might happen and he could come
home. We all need to know. . .2¢

He saved seven men and carried them to a safe place and
then returned to his post. All of the men he saved have
since died. This is just a father who is still hoping for
that "someday" when we will hear more.22

®sister of serviceman missing since August, 1968

%%sister of serviceman missing in South Vietnam since
September, 1968

%lson of serviceman missing since 1968

%2 pather of son missing in action
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er is dead, I want him brought back and buried
ii gzligggon with the rest of the dead heroes. Because no
matter what anyone thinks of the futile and tragic war in
Vietnam, the men who fought there were heroes. If.m{
father is alive after all these years, he must th%n
we've forgotten him. I want him to know that we haven’t.
There is still time to bring him homq. I? o;hers are
alive, we must bring them all home. My wish is glmple. If
my father is alive, I want to know him, not things about
him. If he is dead, I want to be able to put a flower on

his grave.?3

i t+he truth by the families was frustrated over the
§giissigfcfb§§f;d informatf%n from the governments of $outh:ast
Asia, and by our own government’s failure to provide satisfac org
answers. In fact, according to“magz‘familles, the pol;c;if a?
actions of the U.S. Government 'during and after the war n% fonug
failed to resolve the problems, but the lack of attention and foc
in past years actually made things worse.

i has shattered
ilies whose experience with the Government 1
iﬁZiEan?hith in it,xqonly frll d%gflosure of everything the
Government knows will reassure them.

U.S. Government Actions During the War

i i that is without

ere is one facet of the POW/MIA issue
:;bgglity, without disagreement, it is that the treatment gccorded
families of missing Americans has deepened their anguish, not

lessened it.

War-Time Secrecy

. . cqs ly in
he difficulties confronting most families were rogted not on
Eheir kin’s loss, but also in the secrecy surrounding thehlgszﬁegz
first, families were not told —- sometimes for years -- t a.f ;_
husbands, sons or brothers had been captured. The lmgact 95 :Bin
time secrecy on the lives of fam@lies can best be esgfl'e oD
their own words. As Donnie Collins, w:.fe_ of then-Captain
Collins (captured in October, 1965), testified:

#3,etter, son of pilot shot down over North Vietnam

24pt publication time, almost half of all ]?"OW/MIA_fa.It.u.}Iliso
had responded to a DoD questionnaire asking the;r permlgSLO
include their kin’s casualty files in the.materlals to gf the
declassified (in accordance with the McCain Amgndment)é of
total, 38 percent assented; eight percent declined, ank' e
percent asked to review their casualty files before making
decision.
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Mrs. Collins: Tom was missing four years, two months, and
two weeks, and I received a letter from him in Christmas
of 69, Now, I knew before then, but not through
anything the Government did. I found on my own that Tom
was seen alive in Hanoi in 19¢6. s « « I was more
fortunate than most family members. I had friends in
high places.

Sen. Smith: Do you have any reason to believe that anybody in
the United States Government knew he was alive and did not

tell you?

Mrs. Collins: O0h, Yes, I'm certain that they did.

When families were informed of their loved one’s fate, they rarely

were given important details. As Mrs. Collins explained:

I, as an MIA wife, was frustrated by knowing little,
being left out of the loop, and it seemed at times being
treated as the enemy, more feared by the administration
and military intelligence than the North Vietnamese whom
we should have been unified against. This was typical of
the attitude of the Government in those years.

Another MIA wife, whose husband was lost in December, 1967,

- ¢+ « was notified about my husband’s MIA status by
telephone. When I asked if my husband’s navigator, who
he had trained with, was with him, Air Force would not
give me an answer. . . . since [his] navigator’s wife was
pregnant, I did not want to call and upset her if her
husband had not been on that plane. It took a sideways
call to the Pentagon from one of the colonels on base to
get the needed information. He told me never to tell who
got me the information.

And all were cautioned to say nothing about their husbands, sons
and brothers, so as not to give their captors leverage over the

men.

« + « [Tlhey said, "you don’t need to know this. . . . if
you were to let this out, this could cause his death --
Nlow, you wouldn’‘t want to do that, would you?" I love
that old hang-~that-guilt-trip-on-them, 245

The effect was devastating for many. As one MIA wife explained:

I needed the support of other families who knew what T
was going through. I asked my Personnel Affairs officer

2435Collins testimony, Dec. 3, 1992
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to deliver my hand written notes to other
ﬁge: eﬁf a.lnit-;red within lool;iles. There were only a few,
but I did not know the names and right-to-pr}vacy laws
demanded that I go through the casuvalty office. In my
notes I offered my home as a rest or cpffee stop when
other women came to shop. When I received no word of
reply from my notes, I accepted the fact that the other
women wanted their privacy and I’d have to go it alone.

some well-meaning civilian would call or come'by and
g:;fyﬁi§ dear, I don’t know how you do it." ;'d 1ust be
devastated! When they’d leave or hang up I‘d think, "Yes --
how do T do it?" I really needed the support of the other
women; the other wives of POW and MIA.

i had not been
I did not learn for four years that my notes ha
delivered to the single hearings or picture viewings at the
base. Why were we never allowed to get together? Why were my

notes withheld?24

Z¢Letter, Dec. B, 1992
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To her, the Government lost al

to publicize the POW’s fate?’ didn‘t change as soon as the U.S.

#’Mrs. Stockdale described the directives this way:

In the spring of 1965, months before Jim was
shot down, a Commander Hill from Naval Air
Pacific Headquarters had given a briefing to
us wives in Air Group 16 about how we should
behave if our husbands were shot down and
captured. . . .

Tpe first paragraph [of notes I took to share
with wives who could not be there] was about
method of notification, with every effort
being made to do this in person. And if this
was not possible, then by telegram or phone,
to prevent the primary next-of-kin hearing
the news from the media.

The next paragraph was about immediate
recommended action by primary next-of-kin.
Parents of the prisoners and parents-in-law
of the prisoners should be notified by
telephone, we were told. They should be
warned not to release any information about
the prisoner and not to be interviewed by the
press concerning his background.

We were told that next-of-kin should engage
someone to act as her telephone operator.
This person should be instructed to accept no
calls from foreign cities outside the limits
of the United States. No information of any
kind should be released about the Prisoner or
his family. All such inquiries should be
referred to the Public Information Officer at
Air Pacific Headquarters.

We were told that the standard answer to all
news agencies should be, Mrs. Blank has no
comment for the press at this time. The
reasons for maintaining press silence are in
the best interests of the prisoner. Any
information other than name, rank, serial
number and age can be 8killfully used in
psychological warfare to coerce the prisoner
to aid the Communist propaganda Program.

Pictures of the family of the prisoner can
also be used as coercion and thus be
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1 credibility when its directives not

detrimental to the welfare of the prisoner.

Treatment of the prisoner. We were told
prisoners at present are being well treated
by the ~- excuse me. Prisoners at present
are being treated and authorities have every
reason to believe that this condition will
continue. If present conditions do continue,
the prisoner will probably not have to
undergo brutal torture. The family of the
prisoner can expect that eventually the
Communists will announce that the prisoner
has signed some paper which he would not sign
under normal circumstances. The family
should not comment on this announcement as
the information is probably correct.

All prisoners to date have signed some paper
which they would not be expected to do unless
victims of psychological warfare.

Any medals awarded the prisoner in his
absence should be accepted by the family of
the prisoner when they are offered. The
family may expect to see pictures of the
prisoner in various compromising roles
released by the Communists for propaganda
purposes. Comments about such pictures only
help serve the purposes of the enemy.

Communication with the prisoner. We were
told the family will be given an address
through which they can write to the prisoner.
All letters should be of a very general
nature. Children or friends should not be
mentioned or referred to other than in
general terms. Families are warned to delete
terms of endearment from their mail, as these
can be used to the prisoner'’s detriment.

No letters should be written that one would
not be able to tolerate if printed on the
front page of any newspaper.

Mail may eventually be received from the
prisoner and will probably be forwarded
through the International Red Cross. These
letters will also be of a very general nature
and will not contain any of the usual terms
of endearment used by the prisoner.
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knew its men were being tortured:

Giving Fhe Johnson Administration and its Ambassador at
Large in charge of prisoner of war affairs, Averill
Harriman, the benefit of the doubt, some might assume

that these guidelines really were enge :

That rationale became totally invalid for me
when .the Johnson Administration learned fo'r hzwe}r:z{:
certain that BAmerican prisoners of war were being
brutally tortured, but continued to insist that we wives
remain silent in order to continue our husband’s so-
called good treatment by the North Vietnamese.

I know the Government knew of the brutal torture for a
fact certain, because I was the conduit who delivered the
message to the Johnson Administration. Averill Harriman
never came off his insistence that we wives must keep
quiet in order to ensure the so-called good treatment of
our loved ones.

It was not until more than two Years after Averill
Ha;rlman knew our men were being tortured that Melvin
Lalyd{ Secretary of Defense in the newly elected Nixon
Agmlnlstration, publicly acknowledged the gross
mirstreatment of our men and the violations of the Geneva
Convention relative to the treatment of prisoners of war.

On_the 19t@ of May, 1969, when Secretary Laird first made
th+s public announcement, Jim Stockdale had been in
prison for almost four years. . . .

No one in the Johnson Administration, not McNamara, nor
Rusk, nor the Bundy brothers, nor Clifford, ever seemed
to realize that we wives were not so stupid as to not be

Packages may be mailed to the prisoner but
there will be no assurance of delivery.

My final entries say, families are strongly
urged not to intercede on behalf of the
prisoner without State Department approval.
Independent intercessions on the part of the
individual could seriously damage
negotiations being conducted on behalf of the
prisoner by the State Department.
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able to figure out that they wanted to suppress the truth
about our men’s circumstances in order to keep the
American public from being emotionally involved in the
Vietnam War.

Just as they never called up the reserves or imposed rent
controls, they didn’t want the truth about our men’s
torture to emotionally involve the American people in
their stick and carrot war.

I knew only too well they had started their war under
false pretenses, because my husband had led all of the
air strikes in the Tonkin Gulf incidents. President
Johnson had even doubly endangered all of the lives of
the men in the first air strike against the North
Vietnamese mainland by announcing their arrival to the
enemy on the radio an hour and a half before they
arrived.

The gag order was too much for some:

Mrs. Collins: Let me just go back and point out a couple
of things. That Tom was heard on the radio. He was seen
coming out of the plane. He had a wing man, there were
another two in the formation. He was seen on the ground.
S0 they did know he got on the ground. They did talk to
him. Yet even later on, they never allowed anyone who
was with him on his wing or behind him, the two behind
him, to tell me anything at all, even that bare little
element to hang onto.

As I say, I can deal with dead, . . . But missing, they
didn‘t know how to deal with missing. So they decided
that the best thing to do was don‘t tell the families

anything.

I want to remind you that Tom was security ops officer.
Because of that, he had such a security clearance you
would never achieve to, Senator. John will tell you
that. And because of that, I was brought into the loop
and I was also part of the security clearance. So Tom
didn’t marry a dodo who fell off the turnip truck when it
went through town on Saturday. Most pilots did not.

Vice Chairman Smith: That is very obvious, by the way.

Mrs. Collins: Thank you. And because of that, why they
could not sort out and tell the families the basic
elements. When I later found out in early ‘68 that they
had had this information in his jacket, I was angry but
I told no one, including his parents, what was in the
jacket, no one.
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Now, if you read my testimony you realize that T was
jumped on by big-time people. I mean State Department
threatened me with you’re going to shut up or else, and
I never could figure out what or else was. I guess the

firing squad, send Tom to Hanoi, something equally
obnoxious.

As I responded to them finally, no military has control
over a wife. Only the military member himself may
discipline her. So if you can find Tom and get him home
and he wants to kick me in the rear end, let him go at
it, but don’t threaten me. And finally I had to call
friends in high places to get the State Department off me
because I decided, in ‘66, to ask some questions in the
public. So I was probably the first one to get swatted.

Secrecy’s Effects

The secrecy had two distinct ill effects. First, it back-

-+ » the old military cliche that wives and families
should be told nothing and should know nothing was, and
I presume to some degree is still, the rule. This is an
over-reaction to legitimate military security needs, and
has probably resulted in more inadvertent leaks through
ignorance than if the spouses and families had been
brought into the network in matters that concerned them.
« +» . Had they brought us into the loop, telling us the
things that we had a right to know from the onset, we
would never find ourselves in this position today.

Second, and far more damaging to both families and subsequent
Government efforts, the secrecy made families an easy mark for any
con artist with information to peddle. In Collins’ words:

The closed-door attitude of the Government, which started
and became ingrained in the early war years, has
contributed greatly to making the families vulnerable and
pPrey for the antiwar activists on the left and the con
artists and mystics on the right. If the Government was
silent to their questions, then where were they to go for
information and help? Some elements of both groups meant
well, but their 4impact has been cruel to the
families, 248

Another witness, Carol Hrdlicka, laid the blame for fraudulent
schemes more forcefully at the Government’s door:

#%Collins testimony, Dec. 3, 1992.
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fired:

T
g

I can appreciate these other scams, but I have to tell
you that if our Government had done their job in the
first place, I wouldn’t be in the sitvuation where I could
be a victim or Carol Collins could be a victim, 2

In sum, another MIA wife said:

I tell you as I told the [PFOD] hearing: if a situation
like this happens again I hope you all are smart enough
to know you can trust the families with inside knowledge
to protect them from con artists. I did not bite when
asked for a donation to bring home the men. I felt I had
paid enough.?*

Mis-Reporting
When Evidence Suggested Death

Tragically for many families, strong incentives existed for combat
veterans to soften the blow that reporting a buddy killed in action
would deliver to families. Admiral Stockdale felt the pressures
after he witnessed a plane go down:

He was in an AD -- last called a Mayday, hit about 1,000
feet going in a steep dive, and of course, as you know,
Jdohn, [there was] no ejection seat in that plane. They
went out there the next morning and they found that the
Vietnamese had removed the debris.

And the squadron commander said the guy is -- he’s dead.
And I went up to see Captain Bart Connally and I said I'm
just getting started in this thing. And I sent the
message, whether I should have called him RKIA or MIA. .
. . He said, "I did this in World wWar II, of course, and,
he said, there’s a great temptation to do the wife a
favor. But in the long run I think you do her an
injustice, because you’re giving her the wrong message.
If you think he’s dead, say he’s dead."

Now, I did that [reported the man killed in actionj}. . .
. I've been told that people who were seen to spin in the
traffic pattern and crash in their plane were listed as
MIA for that same darned_reason. We ought to think of a
better way to compensate families besides lying to them.

Gen. Vessey had experienced the same situation:

*"Hrdlicka testimony, Dec. 3, 1992
®Letter, Dec. 8, 1992
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Sen. McCain: You and I have discussed, and I mentioned to
Admiral Stockdale yesterday, this very tragic situation
that exists when a person is listed as missing or
captured, especially in the case of the air war.

There were cases that we know of ~- Admiral Stockdale cited
one yesterday, where the plane hit the ground and exploded and
no chute was cited; but with the knowledge that if that person
is declared dead, all benefits cease after his death
(gratuities, insurance, etc.), [his buddies listed] that
person as missing. Then the pay and benefits continue for an
indeterminate length of time.

Do you have any idea how we can get around this dilemma,
General?

Gen. Vessey: . . . It’s something that drives our making
inaccurate reports. The very fact that you deprive your
comrade’s family of their livelihood by declaring him dead. .
« 80 the inclination generally has been, if there's any doubt
at all, move [the status report] toward the missing rather
than face the facts. . . ., I think the present system will
drive us to the same problems that we had from the war in
Vietnam.

In 1973, Lt. Cdr. George Coker cited two examples of what he had

Seéen as a Navy pilot in an address to the National League of
Families:

A guy is flying, he does see his wingman shot down. Two
quys go in, and they’re deader than a doornail. He’s
thinking to himself, “If 1 report that they’re dead, the
wife’s going to be brokenhearted, she’1l get death
gratuities, and that’s it. If I report him MIA, his pay

keeps going, and it will cushion the blow for a little
while."

"I Jjust saw your son fly into the ground." Do you think
I'm going to tell you that? Hell, no, because the way I
think, if I tell you your son got target fixation and
flew into the ground, to my way of thinking, what I would
be saying to you is, "You know, what you had for a son is
a real idiot."

That’s not true, so what am I going to say? "wWell, he
flew down, and he probably lost control, he was probably
hit by a 57 or something and lost control of the aircraft
and went in.* But I'm not going to say, "I think he had
target fixation." . . .

But now I‘ve given you a shred of hope. It’s not an out-
and-out false report. I told you he flew into the ground,
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but I just twisted 'why.’ So now he has the option of
ejecting.?!

When Evidence Pointed to Life

However, the Committee also uncovered cases where servicemen were
reported as dead, in view of information suggesting survival.
Moreover, the families were never provided with this information.

For example, the Committee notes the following comments from the
family members of two cases in particular:

Lance Corp. Kenneth L. Plumadore was officially listed as KIA/BNR,
although a 1992 case narrative from the JTP-FA indicates that PAVN
forces may have captured him. IN 1992, Plumadore’s sister wrote to
the Pentagon:

If what I am told is correct and the government continues
to withhold intellience data on my brother’s capture that
has been concealed from his family for 25 years, I submit
to you the following questions: What reason is there for
secrecy now? Why am I not entitled to know everything
about my brother that you know?2?

Maj. Robert F. Coady, USAF, was listed as missing in Laos since
1963. His family was only provided the initial loss report, but
recently discovered that there was additional information which
suggested that Coady may have survived his incident. In 1969, the
U.S. Embassy in Laos reported a possible correlation between Coady
and a similar name reported by a POW who returned in 1969. Coadv'’s
sister wrote to the Committee in August 1992:

When my family asked if there was any information on my
brother, we were told there was nothing but the initial
report of his loss. I could not believe that after 17
Years of believing the Air Force I found out that there
was information regarding my brother not given to the
family. I find this totally unacceptable.??

A final example concerns a serviceman believed dead during the war,
but subsequently determined to have been captured. This example was
brought to the Committee’s attention in November 1991 by Dr.
Patricia O’Grady, the daughter of Col. John O’Grady, who was
Captured in 1967 in Vietnam:

Bleoker, Oct. 27, 1973

¥lpatricia Plumadore letter July 14, 1992

Judith Coady Rainey letter Aug. 29, 1992
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O’Grady: I testify before you today on behalf of my
father, Col. John 0’Grady, who is finally known to have
been captured alive. This information could have been
obtained many years ago, but after 24 years, I can
finally tell you how many cigarettes were in his pack,
and I can also tell you where his actual captors live
today. Yet this information was not released to me
directly or readily. This information was only released
to me accidentally. . . . up until 1991, August of this
Year, they have disputed that my father was in fact
captured alive.

Sen. Smith: . . . but now they say otherwise?

O’Grady: Now they say it, based upon the fact that they
have finally found his actual captors and they
interviewed them in detail .

Public_Relations Campaign

Late into the war and after enormous pressure from POW/MIA
families, the U.S. Government began to publicize the plight of the
POWs in order to keep pressure on the North Vietnamese and gain
support for the war at home.

The courageous attempts by H. Ross Perot are particularly
noteworty. His efforts to bring food, medicine, and Christmas
packages to POWs in 1969 and 1970 and to publicize their condition
improved the way they were treated, as returned POWs later
described when they returned. President Nixon's description details
Perot’s activities and their impact:

Ross Perot supported what we were trying to do in
Vietnam, unlike many other people in the business
community who took a walk, and I appreciate that. He did
everything he could to help the POWs while many others
were doing nothing at all. At a time when many people in
the American establishment were not supporting the POWs,
Ross Perot was doing so.?’

Sen. Smith noted Perot’s accomplishments when he welcomed him to
testify in August:

My words of thanks for your efforts, Mr. Perot, pale in
Comparison to the recognition you have already received
from former POWs themselves, the families, and our
nation’s veterans groups. As many know, Mr. Perot has a
painting proudly hanging in his office which is signed by
all the POWs who came home in 1973, thanking him for

#%0’Grady testimony, Nov. 6, 1991
“*Nixon interview, July 1992
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drawing public attention to their plight. I also note
that the Department of Defense awarded Mr. Perot its
highest civilian honor for his efforts -— the Defense
Medal of Distinguished Public Service.2¢

But the P-R campaign had a stark down-side as well, as families
learned when it the war ended and many forgot the POWs. In 1972,
Defense Secretary Melvin Laird held a press conference to pressure
Vietnam by focusing on 14 men not on Hanoi’s list of POWs. "All 14
men were known to be alive, on the ground in North Vietnam, or were
at one time actually identified by the North Vietnamese as having
been captured," he told his audience.2

In 1973, when not one of those 14 came home -- including Ronald
Dodge, who was shown in captivity in 1972 in a Paris Match photo --
there was no follow~up press conference. No similar U.S. effort was
mounted again publicly to raise families’ unanswered questions
about their loved ones’ fates to public attention. The families’
feeling of being abandoned, with their men, still persists: As
Dodge’s widow explained:

Sen. Reid: What more do you think we as a committee could
do that we have not done?. .

Ms., Otis: . . , what I‘'ve been wanting is for the public
to really care. And I know it’s been really too long,
but the Government and the media didn’t pPress this in the
beginning. They just assumed everybody was dead. And we
felt so abandoned because not only did our Government or
the media care, but the public didn’t seem to care,?"

»Sen. Smith, Aug. 12, 1992

“’In fact, the list was a mish-mash that included one
reported by a returned POW to have died in captivity, five
considered to be POWs by neither the DIA nor their own services,
and four more considered to be POWs by the DIA, but not their own
service. To date, the remains of 10 of the 14 men have been
repatriated; the family of the 11th has seen photographs
documenting his death, but his remains have not been repatriated.

¥frestimony Dec. 3, 1992 of Janis Otis Dodge, wife of POW
lost in May, 1967. Ronald Dodge’'s remains were returned in the
early 1980s; in December 1992, Senators Kerry and Smith obtained
from the Vietnamese a document, believed authentic by the DIA,
indicating that he survived five days in captivity.
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Post-War Government Policies

Presumed Findings of Death

For years after the war ended, few Americans wanted to re-examine
its effects; families’ questions were greeted with silence.

Then, beginning in 1978 and continuing through 1981, came
proceedings to declare missing servicemen dead. The "presumptive
findings.of death" pitted families against the Government, with
many trying to prove life against a presumption so strong that even
post-cgptzie jpgotograp?s and other *hard evidence" failed to
persuade the judges. Only one, Charles Shelto i i

Phe boaoine poﬁ? y ’ lton, remained listed as

For those who accepted the.death;of;their:kin;zthe proceedings were
welcomed. They provided finality-for-a situation that left families
dangling, letting families go on with their lives. But for those
who had not gotten satisfactory answers, the rulings were
traumatic. Their own words best express the experience:

?hese men -- many -- were declared dead not on
information, but on the lack of information, that we had.
+ -« . Your comment that ’this thing has taken on a life
of its own’ is so very true. It has taken over my life,
and many others’ unable to go through the steps of grief
and dying and acceptance because of this 1imbo, 25

Commander Dodge’s status change hearing was in February
1979: The next-of-kin had to prove the missing
serviceman alive. The Government, with all of their
resources, did not have to prove him dead. ¢

In }977, the Air Force Casualty Office contacted me and
advised me that they were going to review David’'s case,
and unless I had any new evidence that he was alive, they
were going to declare him dead. I then stated that I had
no evidence since I was not allowed access to
intelligence. Why is it that the burden of proof is
always on the families?26!

**Letter from the wife of a servicemen missing in South
Vietnam since March, 1968.

*%Ctis testimony, Dec. 3, 1992.
*!Hrdlicka testimony, Dec. 3, 1992
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The process, and not only its conclusion, worsened the matter for
many families. As the wife of a serviceman missing in Laos in
December 1967, explained:

He said the hearing would be held and told me the day.
I told him I‘d get in touch with my children and we’'d be
down. He said, "Oh, you don‘t need to come. It is just
a hearing. We will let you know about it." I said, "You
are talking about killing off my husband legally. The
way you’ve talked to me so far, I don’t trust you."

» + « . He said, "Isn’t there anything I can do?" I said,
"You can make reservations for me at the visiting
quarters. There will be my son, two daughters, my mother
and myself.* He said, "Ch, I can’'t do that. You can‘t
stay there. 7You’ll have to get a motel."

They closed my husband’s case and declared him killed in
action as of August 17, 1979. He was such an honorable,
straightforward man; he would not be pleased with the
situation I'd been placed in all of these years.??

The League of Families chronicled the process from families’
perspective:

Immediately after the signing of the Paris Accords,
January 27, 1573, the Department of Defense planned to
initiate presumptive finding of death rulings based on
U.5. knowledge of incident circumstances and lapse of
time without information to indicate the individuwal was
still living. What was obviously not yet available was
knowledge from the Vietnamese, Lao or Cambodian
governments. . . the families, under the umbrella of the
League, initiated a class-action suit to stop the status
reviews. . . .

The court decided. . . that PNOK [primary next-of-kin}
receiving compensation must be provided hearing rights.
The Defense Department extended these rights to all PNOK,
whether or not currently receiving government benefits.

some in the League publicly offered to return their
government pay if active-duty status could be retained.
This was to prevent the Indochinese governments from
throwing back the claim that our own government had
legally determined our relatives were dead. This, too,
was unsuccessful.

*#2Letter, Dec. 8, 1972
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With the Presumptiv indi
ptive findin
g8 of death Came another Repatriation of Remains

the next development was the return of

were still brisoner, misg

Vietnam war, We, the iﬁ%&ﬁi;::ccounted for from the For some 379 families,
administrative rulings haq noéh.knew that = legal remains from Southeast Asia. In many cases, the remains were only
Accountability and that the numberslng to do with fragments of bone, sometimes commingled in the casket with another
than mere numbers] -. they were Ame were actually more servicemen who had died in the same crash. Sometimes, they were
hane i . ticans. . . & determined to be the remains of Asian people; in a few cases, they
Q_Eﬂgéﬁg_ggikﬁé£igg§ were found to be animal bones. Serious guestions about the
At th ) capability of the U.S. lab that identifies remains to make accurate
€ same time, the U.S. Government added determinations further shook families’ faith in the U.S. Government

scded to the row/MIa list. at (see Chapter 5).

h P
r

had grown to 2,500
r =~ 8imply by changj St
Y by anging the definition to include In the half~century since World War II, technology has bettered the

but the science is far from an exact

war-time killed—in-action.
chance of identifying remains,
Taken together, th .
S € action seemed to gj one.
$§de 3 decision was being made to mo:;ggil that the Government had
asogﬁ fate was uncertain, now would get the:; that one serviceman, There have been so many conflicting reports concerning
€ next, whose death was witnessed by hf§m2§§§:§'°f attention Bill. We have alwa%$ felt he wasfalive, %Fd beiﬁ? helg in
es. Russia, even though remains (a few single teeth said to
compare favorably with Bill‘s) was sent home in November

The solution was gat;
atisfactory to no
Changes, baseq not on facts ﬁﬁi on sqmgﬁ§ﬁ1and the Stroke-of-a-pen of 1957. When we had the casket opened by court order, we
er'con81deration, raised found a sack with a few single teeth and a few bone
fragments so that identification was impossible as far as

even more questions ab
out the s i s

efforts, énse and 8incerity of Government
we were concerned. We buried the body as Bill, even

though we still believed that he was in Russia.

Live-Sighting Reports
We have felt so helpless all these yYears, trying and

For scores of famjlies
== includin in’

; g some whose kin’e remains hag trying to get positive proof of whether he is in Russia
g that Eﬁe U.S.

S€n_ returned -~ the next
informatio
:ﬁesﬁﬂ%ii;?i?istnamese refugees: rep;itgotﬁztcoif;pnted ero ayith Covermment poareats both died believin
J' . rlcans i i L] . - -
blacked-ous sectfb The repor;g'yere tantalizing, ang tuxfﬁf alive Government had not been honest with the
The slowness of lggeogi;§:§slf%ed information made them mo?gvgéy The combination of:
efforts of families-t- ing investigations, ang the fruj s -
: tless
hundreds of these O gain access to the intelligence i i i
. re contained . ast experience with the Government on POW/MIA matters:
families POrts, marked a pey battlefront for malj';?r P SxP * ;
. only partly conclusive results; and
uest ; .
Eei h:onsddurlqg-the mid-1980s about the sincerit i i i
c ghtene fﬂm}lles' concerns. While sop ITity of U.8. efforts . the few number of bones available to make the determination
0n5piracy OT incompetence came with funde Of the allegations of
:?iiui:akif by insiders with no rEadily.:g;ziggiappeals’ others makes it impossible for many families to accept the remains as
m. Spate of internaj DIA revi motive besides proof of their kin’s death.
shortcom:_ng_s and, for many, confi va:gtsfzpelled out the agency's
A 1rm ars that the "highest Each day I wait, and look, and hope for some revelation
as to how did my son die —- if he did! Oh yes, I know my

inistration was nothin
g more than
words. Government considers [his case] a closed book because
Hanoi sent back a box of bones with his name on it. But

*‘Letter from the sister of a serviceman captured near Burma

during World War II

#Griffiths letter, Aug. 6, 1999

4
52 453




there was no identification tag, nor picture, nor
anything in the way of personal effects found éh his

person returned to us. No fingerprints! No dental
records!

I do know Hanoi had David either dead or alive -- the
Pravda (1965) article told me that. He did not go down in
?ig plﬁ?e as previously thought. I want any and all
nformation my Government has on David —- i

handle itl. . 263 "y temily can

Casualty Officers

1 was shocked, surprised and stunned. . . - It took some
getting used to, and I can’t describe the overwhelming
relzef I felt, knowing how, where and when he died, and
that it was quick. . . . My baby, Sue, was six weeks old
r:vhen the telegram was delivered to mne. ’ . In an
instant, I [had) lost my husband, home, status as a wife,
social life, my planned future —- and I was just getting
over childbirth. I heard nothing from the three surviving
Crew members. All official business was handled by mail.
I had no advisor or advocate from the military to help me
sort out my life and figure out what I should do. I felt
abandoned. . . ., a way must be found to see that
dependents of men who died serving their country are
given the personal support they need.26

The Defense Department has come a great distance since the days of
telegrams announcing the loss of a serviceman. Today, officers
serve the point of contact for families and the efforts of most are
well-regarded by the families they serve.

gowever, few have the experience and clout needed to pry
information out of the DIA, and their stints in the job are short:
except in the Air Force, assignments last no more than three years.
This forces families to drive the information-gathering process —-

Simply put, the agencies of our Government responsible
for Fhe MIA issue do not provide us of their own volition
and in a timely manner all information that they had

#SLetter, December 1992

2“Wift? of serviceman missing since October, 1952; advised by
tele?hone in November, 1992 that Soviets had recovered his
remains
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about my father’s fate, despite their often-repeated
promise to do just that.?’

The inability of casualty officers to satisfy families’ legitimate
needs for information often worsens communication. In their
eagerness to learn all they can, many families have turned to other
channels -- pressing intelligence analysts or private activists for
more. The different interpretations, and sometimes different facts,
obtained through these channels have exposed a bureaucracy that is
lumbering and often senseless in its operations. It has left many
families unsure about who to believe.

Our family has never been officially told that Steven was
taken prisoner, but we had received a declassified
document from another POW/MIA family, that stated Steven
was positively identified by photograph in November of
1968 (three months after his disappearance) as being
taken prisoner. I do not know which list he now falls
under, the 111 confirmed to have died in captivity or the
133 of whom no other information is available. I'm sure
we will be notified in time.

I just wanted to say we are proud of Steven for his
unselfishness in fighting for his country, and how proud
we are of you and the conmittee for having the courage to
look into this matter to the extent you have in order to
resolve the issue.?*®

Secretary Cheney’s plan to use the POW/MIA office to trouble-shoot
is commendable, but further efforts to unify POW/MIA operations are
needed. Too much is lost in "translation" between the men and women
in the field and POW/MIA families, because information goes first
through DIA and then casualty office channels. Oftentimes,
information also is passed through the Inter-Agency Group (see
Chapter 5), further delaying notification of the individual's
family.

While the Committee recognizes the need for some “"channels," it
algso urges DoD to let the public, and especially family members,
hear directly from those who have first-hand information about
searching for unaccounted-for servicemen.?2?

%7’steven Morrissey, son of Maj. Robert Morrissey, lost in
Laos in November, 1972.

*#8Brother of serviceman captured in __place in 196

%°Until the Committee’s November 1991 hearings, field
investigator had not spoken publicly about their work
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Families Turn Elsewhere for Help

The National Leaque of Families

The League’s origins can be traced to the West Coast during the
late 1960s. Sybil Stockdale, wife of Admiral James Stockdale, the
ranking POW in the "Hanoi Hilton," initiated the movement which
evolved from a loosely organized, small group of families into the
formal organization now known as the National Leaque of Familise of
American Prisoners and Missing in Southeast Asijia.

The impetus for this action was the strong belief by these PoOW
families that the U.S. Government'’s policy of keeping a low profile
on POW/MIAs was unjustified and causing the families undue pain --
and perhaps even risking the lives, health and the very return of
their missing loved ones (a8 described above in "War-Time
Secrecy. ")

In October 1968, the first media account of a POW story was
published. As a result of that story, many families began to
communicate directly with each other. What once was a small group
grew to hundreds and ultimately several thousand family members.

The League’s first major activity was to directly confront the
North Vietnamese delegation in Paris with inquiries about the fate
of their loved ones. On other occasions, family members travelled
to Laos and Vietnam on their own to seek answers.

Over the past 25 years, both during and after the war, the League
has pressed hard through its public awareness programs and its
intense pressure on the U.S. Government to get answers. The
League’s goals are:

to obtain the release of all pPrisoners;
. repatriation of all recoverable remains;

. to provide the fullest possible accounting for all of the
missing.

on the POW/MIA issue. The participation of the Leaque’s Executive
Director, Ann Mills Griffiths, as a member of the IAG has led to

5), but even criticics recognize that Griffiths-’ participation on
the IAG has givven the League a key role in influencing government
policy on the POW/MIA issue, however. 1In addition, the Committee
recognizes that the Leaque has provided a continuity to changing
U.S5. officials’ responsible for policy on this issue spanning 25
Years and five Presidencies of both political parties.
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The Natjional Alliance of Families

The Alliance was founded in Seattle in June 1990 under tpe
leadership of Dolores Alfond, sister of Maj. Victor Apodaca vho is
missing from the Vietnam War. The Alliance has been a legd?r in the
effort to unite family members, former POWs and other citizens who
seek information on missing personnel from World War II, the RKorean
Conflict, Cold War incidents, and the Vietnam War.

The Alliance also has been a strong advocaFe. for the
declassification of all Government documents pertaining to the
missing from these wars. Another prima{y purpose of the National
Alliance has been to educate communities (1nclqd1ng public and
civic organizations, schools, and the general public) about POW/MIA
issues. Like the League, the Alliance a{so hqs held.major forums
with family members and Government officials in Washington, D.C.

Fellow Combat Veterans

Another, natural alternative for families hungry for information
was the men who served with their kin. Contacts were ad.hoc and
often secretive: officially, the Government observed servicemen’s
privacy rights; unofficially, individpal servicemen often passed on
information as personal favors, and witnesses regularly reached out
to their buddies’ families voluntarily. For untold numbers of
families, the stories that these witnesses told made the

difference.

I know my brother went down into the South China Sea. The
radar technician was a very good friend of the family and
he watched the plane go down into the sea. So I feel I
know where my brother is. I feel he was not capturgg, s0
as far as I'm concerned, he’s gone. Let him lie in
peace, 2

For some veterans, though, the requests continued —-- from family
membersehnable to'accepéttheir necessarily incomplete stories, or
from children who wanted to hear it first-hand. Ofpen, the requests
were not only for the facts of a 20-year-old incident, but for an
explanation of the war itself, an answer to rumors, and more. In
one letter to the son of an MIA, his co-pilot struggled to answer
cosmic questions with a careful recounting of facts:

What happened to your dad and I was the real dgfipition
of rotten coincidence. . . . [We were on a mission to
make] strikes into Laos and Cambodia to stop supgll?s
from getting into South Vietnam from the North. We didn‘t
talk much about them only as a matter of policy. There
were not "secret missions" or CIA-driven. . . .

Mgister of KIA-BNR
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As we rolled in and released the bombs, two anti-aircraft
rounds struck the airplane on the starboard (right) side
forward of the engine intake. The explosion caused the
engine to explode also and the right wing blew off at the
fold. At this point, we looked at each other and ejected
from the aircraft. I went out a second or so before Mike
and wound up on the west side of a small river. He was on
tﬁe east. . . the material and people we were after were
there.

I gathered my stuff, hid it, called our wingman and tried
to talk to Mike on the radio kind of all at once. I also
found that my hands and face were burned pretty well and
there was some shrapnel in my arm and head. At this
point, these were the least.of our problems. I then tried
to find Mike by wanderingzaronnd in the jungle in the
dark (12:30 a.m.). Not a good idea as I feli down a small
cliff (8-10 feet) and had to climb out, At this time I
could see down to the river and saw 4-6 troopers come
across the river and head my way. I hid in a bamboo
thicket and waited. . . .

There was enough evidence that Mike might be held in the
general area where we were hit that a "bright light" team
was interested to attempt to find and rescue him. They
are mercenaries that "lived in the area." They found
nothing indicating his having been there. You've been
told the rest and most likely more than I. It was hard to
accept, but I feel he was killed that first night. I
would hope that I was wrong.

Your dad was a great guy and a good friend. He did his
job better than most, but unfortunately was killed. The
best part is he was doing what he loved the most .2’

Private Groups

The Government’s shortcomings in live-
elsewhere prompted some families to t

+ « « yOou become obsessed. You cannot sleep, eat, work,
becaug& You would waltz with the devil to bring one man
home.

1968

MCo-pilot of serviceman missing in Laos since December,

*2Carr Collins testimony, Dec. 3, 1992; former wife of

serviceman missing in Laos since 19 .
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The result of many encounters are devastating,
financially.

sighting investigations and
urn to latter-day Rambos, as

well as to responsible veterans and family organizations,
additional help.

Most of us have been tempted at some point to participate
in some form of POW rescue based on nothing more than
questionable and circumstantial information at best, such
as unverified photos, live sightings, and anonymous
reports. If it sounds hokey and mystic, it probably is,
and it almost always plays a very cruel hoax on the
families by raising false hopes. . .

I am very pleased to know this committee will take up
these issues and problems in the near future, and hope
this will eliminate once and for all the con artists, and
clear the way for those who are credible and
knowlgggeable to resolve the long standing tragedy of our
MIAs.

After the [positive] analysis had come out from Los
Alamos and Dr. Charney I began to doubt my own view of
the picture, which was there was a slight possibility
that it could be Don. I mean I just -- I did not know.
But something that my son said to me sort of turned me
around. He said, "Mother, that picture is obviously an
American. I mean he looks like an American to me. . . .
he’s somebody’s father, he’s somebody’s brother, husband,
cousin. If there’s a chance in a billion that it’s my
dad, you’ve got to do something."

So with that, that’s when I started.?™

One former Congressman was shown on a nation-wide
television show telling a national audience that he knows
who the prisoners are and where they are. He shoulq be
made to go on nationwide television and retract his lies.

One former Lieutenant Colonel has been exposed on
television for claiming a photo he obtained was of.an
American prisoner still in captivity. This was nothing
more than a diabolical plot to raise money; [it] caused
the family involved untold grief and compelled our

*3Collins testimony, Dec. 3, 1992
Carr Collins testimony, Dec. 3, 1992
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for

Another POW/MIA wife was not able to ignore the information
profferred by a private group:

emotionally and



opportunity -- not necessarily to recove
get at least one prisoner ouéyto prove ;;:3:::?ﬁaguﬁé:g
working for. Since my wife and I had been notified by the
Navy Department tha? our son "had survived to evadegland
gere informed by his squadron commander that Nick had
een captured and escaped, I am Bure you can appreciate
tpe vulgerable situation we were in. The "secret rescue
I:::ggono . f;]:!.gegd very quickly; it never got out of the
apotogy, rida and cost us $30,000, with nary an

« «+ . I am not bemoaning the loss of i
] : mone
operation is one-tenth of the amount our fam:?l; ir;zes;g;::

The fraudulent sideshows also sid
etracks U.S. i
from serious leads and force them to chase phanigzgftlgators

Sen. McCain: "How much of the
. 3 . effort that
::ggg;ﬁ;flogliit?ngfggg in has been -- how much of §§3§
veé had to be diverted to t i
Pictures and the hoaxers? ° Fracking down the bogus

Mr. Sheetz: At times, Senator, I would

that process has literally precluded u:e:Lflrol:(:?udg?:t
any?hlng else. Because the political pressure has beeg
80 intense and the high interest among the people in the
Govern@ent, this committee, the American public, to know
what 15 the truth on those cases. . 'It's an
gpPortpnlty-cogt. argument. Essentially, what you’re
pg;ggflzodggpplngfthe zgrk that would probably have more

ase a i
payolf to exerciséiﬁzn ings that ultimately turn out to

*’George L. Brooks letter Dec. 1, 1992; father of Lt.

*’Robert Sheetz testimony, Dec. 1, 1992
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away

Nicholas G. Brooks (USN), shot down ove
: r Laos Jan.
Chairman Emeritus of the National League of Famgiie:: 1970, and

Discussion

The committee wishes to commend the families and advocacy groups
for their strong leadership and perseverance over the years. They
have moved the issue in a positive manner in spite of incredible
obstacles. The most difficult obstacles were the intransigence of
the Communist governments and the lack of focus and attention by
the U.S. Government at many points during the last 40 years.

At the Committee’s first round of hearings, in November 1991, all
witnesses -- families, activists, and government officials --
agreed that, ." . . one of the most important things that could
come out of the early days of these hearings is a new structure,
and a new relationship process with the families."?'? Assistant

Secretary Carl Ford explained:

. . . we didn’t lose our credibility with you, with the
families, with the American people overnight and we’'re
not going to gain that credibility back overnight. . . .
The only thing that is going to persuade people is our
actions and our results, and to prove over time that we
are serious, that we do mean what we say, and that
despite occasional setbacks, despite occasional human
errors, we’'re going to demonstrate over the next months
and weeks, years, that we can do it better than we have
done it in the past. That'’s our only commitment, to try.
And if there are problems that this committee uncovers,
we’ll try to fix them.

In addition to other steps noted above, two actions taken on behalf
of POW/MIA families during the last year have been significant:

To answer families need for an ombudsman that both DIA and
casualty officers would respond to, Defense Secretary Richard
Cheney created a top-level liaison office at the Pentagon in
January 1992. The job of the Deputy Assistant Secretary for
POW/MIA Affairs is to spearhead POW/MIA policy-making and to
try to get answers when casualty officers cannot.

POW/MIA documents were ordered declassified in July 1992 by
President Bush, at the unanimous request of the Senate. This
step was taken in conjunction with the establishment of a
central "library" that families can turn to for consolidated
information about their case and others, in accordance with an
amendment sponsored by Sen. McCain and enacted in November,
1991. (See Chapter 5, Declassification).

The most substantive response to families’ concerns, however, has
been field operations that have put American troops on the ground

?Rerry, Nov. 5, 1991
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in Vietnam, Laos and Cambodia to search for answers. For most of
the past 20 years, U.S. investigators shuttled back and forth from
Bangkok to Hanoi whenever they could get permission from Vietnam.
Then, a month before the Committee was formed, a temporary U.S.
POW/MIA office in Hanoi was permitted to open; that became
permanent in November, 1992.

Increased Vietnamese cooperation, won by Presidential Emissary Gen.
John Vessey (USA, Ret.), Assistant Secretary of State Richard
Sclomon, and three Senate delegations to Southeast Asia, widened
U.S. investigators’ access, letting them go to places where
Americans were reported seen alive after the war, talk to prison
guards and others who may know what happened to missing Americans,
and examine archives and top-secret files that hold promises of
more answers.

For many POW/MIA families, however, 20 years’ experience dealing
with the Government makes it difficult to accept these new
promises. Answers about their kin’s fate are still necessary -- but
they are not sufficient to explain the intervening 20 years of U.S.
Government run-around and worse -~ and the lack of concern by
Communist governments for basic human dignity.

The Committee’s review of past family experiences reflects an array
of problems in dealing with our government that never should have
happened. With proper organization, planning, sensitivity and
openness, the Committee believes these problems can be avoided in
the future.

Recommendations

The Government has wavered repeatedly in its efforts to account for
missing servicemen. Their families never have.

POW/MIA families want action, not more promises. The best that the
U.S5. Government can do for them is to do its best for their missing
kin. The Committee believes the following steps must be taken to
assure families that the Government is doing its best, and not
simply assigning a priority that is merely words.

Accordingly, the Committee recommends:

. Those actually working on POW/MIA accounting in the field in
Southeast Asia should be made available, when schedules
permit, to meet with families in the United States.

. Military service casualty offices should be headed by
civilians who are not subject to the kind of routine duty
rotations experienced by military personnel. Individuals in
these sensitive positions must have experience and a base of
institutional memory if they are to deal effectively and
knowledgeably with family members.
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The resumed publication of a regular newsletter containing
POW/MIA related information would be a useful means of sharing
new developments with the families.

Guidelines should be established immediately for the creation
of a central computerized data base within the Executive
branch with information on all unaccounted for U.S. personnel
from past military conflicts, to include World War II, Korea,
the Cold Wwar and Vietnam. All relevant casualty and
intelligence data, in addition to any recently obtained
information potentially correlating to a specific case should
be made readily available to family members and researchers
through the central data base. On-line access to the central
data base should be made available through an easily
accessible modem system.

Procedures also should be developed to ensure that requests
for information contained in the data base can be processed
easily so that family members receive prompt, printed
responses when necessary. Additionally, procedures should be
established by the Department of Defense and the Department of
State to ensure that the data base is updated regularly. The
Committee further recommends that the Secretary of Defense
authorize the DOD family liaison officer to work with the
service casualty officers to develop a data base program which
meets the needs of families and researchers who need to use
the system.

Family members of Vietnam era POW/MIAs who would like to
travel to Southeast Asia for direct discussions with
appropriate U.S. and foreign government officials should be
encouraged and helped to do so.
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GAUGING COOPERATION OF GOVERNMENTS IN SOUTHEAST ASIA

It is not possible to account for the Americans who are missing
from the war in Southeast Asia without cooperation from the
governments of the region, especially Vietnam. Over the years, our
government has requested this cooperation in four forms.

. First, we have requested all information about live American
prisoners, former prisoners or deserters.

Chapter 8 . Second, we have asked for the return of any recovered or
recoverable remains of missing American servicemen.

. Third, we have sought access to files, records, documents and
other materials that are relevant to the fates of missing

- - Americans.
Gauging Cooperation
. Finally, we have asked for permission to wvisit certain
locations within these countries to investigate live-sighting
of Southeast Asian Governments ;:t:lézxs:?s and search for actual or suspected airplane crash

Vietnam

The U.S. has long believed that Vietnam knows a great deal more
about the fate of missing Americans than they have acknowledged.
This view was based on our belief that the North Vietnamese
maintained detailed records of U.S. servicemen who came within
their prison system during the war, including many lost in North
Vietnamese-controlled areas of South Vietnam, Cambodia and Laos.
U.S. intelligence agencies are convinced, moreover, that the
Government of Vietnam at one time recovered and stored an unknown
quantity of remains of American servicemen, apparently for release
at politically strategic points in time.

The level of U.S.-Vietnamese cooperation in accounting for missing
Americans has varied over the years depending on bilateral and
global political conditions and on the degree of emphasis placed on
the issue by U.S. officials. At the time the Select Committee was
created, there was considerable progress being made in the
investigation of discrepancy cases, and an agreement had been
reached with Vietnam to allow an official DoD investigating
Presence to be established in Hanoi.

Over the past year, Committee members have visited Vietnam on four
occasions to press for further cooperation. Those visits, coupled
with ongoing efforts from the Executive branch, have yielded
substantial results. Below is a discussion of the evolution of
U.S.-Vietnamese cooperation on the issue, from the end of the war
to the present.
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From Operation Homecoming until 1982

Article 8 of the Paris Peace Accords required the exchange of
prisoners of war, the exchange of information about the missing in
action and the return of all the recoverable remains of those
missing men or prisoners who had died. Although the agreement did
not extend technically to Cambodia or Laos, the U.S. negotiators
were assured that North Vietnam would cooperate in efforts to
repatriate American prisoners captured in Laos.

As described elsewhere in this report, the atmosphere of
reconciliation produced by the peace agreement did not last long.
The North Vietnamese continued to funnel arms to their allies in
the south; the U.S. continued to bomb Cambodia and, at times,
Laos; the South Vietnamese did not cooperate in releasing civilian
Prisoners; and the Viet Cong continued doing all it could to
increase its military and political strength. Amidst this
atmosphere of contention and accusation, efforts to account for
Americans missing in North Vietnam, Laos or Cambodia did not get
off the ground.

A total of 591 American prisoners were repatriated in Operation
Homecoming, a lower-than-anticipated number that disappointed the
nation. U.S. officials had hoped for the return of more than 80
others who were listed by the DIA as prisoners of war, and at least
some of the many hundreds who were listed as missing in action.

From the end of Operation Homecoming to the fall of South Vietnam
in 1975, the United States Government pressed the North Vietnamese
to cooperate in accounting for our missing, but succeeded only in
obtaining the remains of 23 servicemen. The United States focused
its appeals to North Vietnam on what later came to be called
"discrepancy cases." These were men for whom we had information
that they had survived their incidents of loss and were known or
appeared to have been captured by the enemy, and for whom we had
received from Hanoi neither their remains nor information about
their fates. Even before Operation Homecoming was complete, Dr.
Kissinger raised a number of these cases directly with the North
Vietnamese in Hanoi.?”® The North Vietnamese were unresponsive to
U.S. requests.

The responsibility for carrying out the technical work involved in
accounting for missing Americans.was assigned to the Joint Casualty
Resolution Center (JCRC), established in January 1973. Working
under difficult and sometimes hostile conditions, JCRC teams were
able to recover some American remains from old battlefields in
South Vietnam. Among the last American servicemen to be killed by

?® see Chapter 2 for more detail on Kissinger’s February
1973 visit to Hanoi.
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hostile fire in Vietnam was a member of a JCRC fie%g team who was
shot and killed by the Viet Cong on Dec. 15, 1973.

All JCRC field activity ended with his death; Qiploqapic efforts to
obtain an accounting through the Four-Party Joint Military Team ran
into a brick wall as a result of the ove;a%l problems of
implementing the agreement; and virtually all off1c1al'U.S. contact
with Vietnam was terminated after the fall of Saigon and the
unification of Vietnam under the North’s control.

In November 1975, the House Select Committee on Missing Persons in
Southeast Asia, chaired by Representat;ye G.V. "Sonny" Montgomery,
sought to meet with Vietnamese officials for_dlgpqulons about
unaccounted-for Americans. To accommodate Hanoi’s insistence that
such POW/MIA questions be part of broader discussions on a range of
U.S./Vietnamese bilateral issues, the Montgomery Committee agreed
to include members of other committees in its delegation.

i i i mbers
In a Nov. 14, 1975 meeting with Montgomery Committee me '
Secretary of S%ate Henry Kissinger had recommen@gd tpat the members
discuss the "MIA issue in the context of normallzatlop rather than
in a framework of the Paris accords, which the North Vietnamese had

violated." 28

i i i Dec.
Vietnam agreed to meet with the Montgomery pommlttee, and on
6, 1975, %:mbers of the Committee accompanied by four members of
other committees met with North Vietnamese Ambassador Vo Van Sung

in Paris.

i ting, which included discussions of trade and aid,
R:ggggaggiigﬁﬂggclagﬁed that Vietnam had ;eleased_all prison?rs_of
war, and had organized efforts to collect information about missing
Americans who had been killed in action. Sung commltted.hls
government to the repatriation of the remalns_of three Am?rlcan
pilots as a first step towards better understanding between.Vletnam
and the U.S. Sung made clear, however, that the construction of a
warmer relationship between the United States and Vletnam.wou}d
require reciprocal actions on the part of the U.S. A meeting in
Hanoi was scheduled for four days later.

i traveled
On Dec. 18, 1975, four members of the Montgomery QOmmlttee 1
to Hanoi ;d1ﬂ1 J letter from President Ford which described the
President’s views on reciprocity and offered thg assurance that the
U.8. would be forward-looking in its relations with the new

governments of Indochina.

pyo U.S. Marines died in a rocket attack on Tan Son Nhat
Airport in the final days of the evacuation

#°rinal Report of the House Select Committee on Missing
Persons in Southeast Asia, Chapter II, Section Four
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Three sets of remains were turned over to the delegation in Hanoi.
Meetings were held with Vietnamese Prime Minister Pham Van Dong and
Vice Foreign Minister Phan Hein. The Vietnamese reiterated their
contention that all American POWs had been released. 2! The
Congressmen appealed for documented evidence on the missing, and
for the recovery of the remains of two Marines who had been killed

at the end of the war. The Vietnamese promised to supply
information about the two Marines.

The North Vietnamese officials then raised the question of promised
reconstruction aid from the U.S. and their understanding of such as
referred to in President Nixon's February 1, 1973 letter to Pham
Van Dong. The Congressmen stated their view that grant assistance
from the U.S. to Vietnam was highly unlikely.

In March 1976, the Select Committee met with Secretary of State
Henry Kissinger and unanimously recommended to him that the
Department of State begin direct negotiations with the Vietnamese
in an effort to resolve POW/MIA questions. That same month, the
U.S. sent a communication to Hanoi requesting preliminary talks.
This and other appeals by the Montgomery Committee for additional
meetings with Vietnamese officials were rebuffed by Hanoi.

In 1977, the Carter Administration, acting on the recommendations
of the Montgomery Committee, explored the possibility of obtaining
additional POW/MIA information through improved overall relations
between the United States and Vietnam.

In February 1977, President Carter appointed a commission headed by
United Autoworkers President Leonard Woodcock and assigned it the
task of seeking additional information from Vietnam and Laos. The
Commission was to listen and report back on matters of interest to
the governments of those countries.

The Woodcock Commission visited Laos and Cambodia in March 1977. In
both countries, the delegation received assurances of cooperation
on POW/MIA matters, coupled with expressions of interest in the
possibility of economic aid. In Vietnam, the Commission received
the remains of 12 U.S. airmen and was informed that a specialized
office would be established by the government to receive
information on missing Americans.

The Woodcock Commission recommended the resumption of regqular talks
between the U.S. and North Vietnam, and encouraged the
normalization of diplomatic relations as a means for obtaining a
fuller accounting of missing Americans.

1 At this time, a number of American civilians were
imprisoned or detained in Vietnam after the fall of Saigon. Most
were released in 1976.
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77, U.S. and Vietnamese representatives held two days of
i:lﬁgy ig ﬁﬁris, during which the U.S. offered to normal%ze
relations without any conditions. The Vietnamgse refused, arguing
that normalization of relations should be contingent on the payment
of U.S. reconstruction aid.

In July 1977, Vietnam joined the United Nations with U.S. support.

In 1978, Vietnamese officials met with JCRC officials in Hawaii as
part of a general move toward better relations. .Apparently'becguse
the Carter Administration appeared intent on improving relations
with Vietnam, Vietnam repatriated more than 40 sets of remains
during the Administration’s first two years.

e arter Administration scrapped further consideration gf
EgprOSed relations with Vietnam following its invasion of Cambodia
in late 1978. This brought progress in obtaining an accounting for
missing Americans to an abrupt halt. Meanwhile, contlnued;VLOlence
in the region accelerated the exodus of refugeesf anq with them,
reports that American prisoners had been seen alive in Southeast

Asia after the war.

Reagan Administration Initiatives (1982-1987)

In 1982, the Reagan Administration began to reyive efforts to
account for missing. In February 1982, Deputy Assistant Secretary
of Defense Richard Armitage led a delegation to Hanoi for POW/MIA
discussions with a Vietnamese delegation headed by Deputy Foreign
Minister Dinh Ngo Liem.

course of these discussions, Vietnam agreed to further
igcﬁgTZal meetings among officials of the JCRC and Central
Identification Laboratory in Hawail (CIL-HI) and perscnnel from
Vietnam’'s Office for Seeking Missing Persons (VNOSMP). Vietnam
further agreed to consider four such meetings a year, and to
dispatch a working-level team to JCRC/CILtHI...Lastly, Vietnam
agreed to consider a U.S. proposal to begin joint U:S.lvletnam
crash-site searches for information about missing Americans.

- * f
In September 1982, a delegation frop the National League °
Familfis visited ﬁanoi. The delegation, led by the League’s
Chairman, George Brooks, gained an agreement from Vietnam to hold
four government-to-government technical meetings a year on POW/MIA

questions.

Four sets of remains were repatriated by Vietnam and identified as
those of Americans in 1982.

In July 1983, Vietnam suspended technical meetings in reaction to

i i " i fficials.
what Hanoi termed "hostile statements" by senior U.S. ?
This was a reference to Secretary of State George Shultz’ comments
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at an ASEAN meeting in Bangkok that Vietnam was holding more than
400 sets of U.S. remains.

In October 1983, Dr. Richard Childress, the National Security
Council’s Director for Asian Affairs, and the League’s Executive
Director, Ann Mills Griffiths met in New York with Vietnam’s
Foreign Minister Nguyer Co Thach. 1In the course of the ensuing
informal discussions, Thach agreed that Vietnam’s cooperation on
POW/MIA questions would be undertaken on a humanitarian basis and
would not be linked to diplomatic or economic considerations. He
further agreed to receive a senior U.S. delegation in Hanoi to

discuss expanding U.S./Vietnamese cooperation to resolve the
POW/MIA issue.

Eight sets of remains were repatriated by Vietnam and identified as
American in 1983.

In January 1984, the following joint communique was issued by the
Socialist Republic of Vietnam, the Lao People’s Democratic Republic
and the People’s Republic of Kampuchea:

With the spirit of friendship between the American people
and the three Indochinese peoples which was strengthened
in the struggle against the war of aggression waged by
the U.S. leaders in Indochina, on the basis of
humanitarianism, and understanding the American people,
each country of Indochina will try to inform one another
about the Americans missing during the war in Laos,
Vietnam and Rampuchea.

A delegation led by Armitage traveled to Hanoi in February 1984.

Prior to the delegation’s departure, Vietnam and the U.S. released
the following statement:

By mutual agreement, the governments of the United States
and the Socialist Republic of Vietnam believe that the
issue of Americans missing in Vietnam is a humanitarian

one to be dealt with through mutual cooperation and good
will.

Vietnam’s commitment to treat the resolution of POW/MIA questions
as a humanitarian issue appeared to allow the U.S. to pursue
cooperation with Vietnam without having to deal constantly with the
entanglements of economic aid and diplomatic recognition. This
expressed lack of linkage has done a great deal since 1984 to
facilitate our dialogue with Vietnam, even though Vietnam'’'s call
for “"mutual cooperation and good will" carries with it an

implication of anticipated progress in these and perhaps other
areas.

The February 1984 delegation led by Richard Armitage obtained a
formal agreement from Vietnam to accelerate accounting efforts; to
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. . . in the
ocus initial efforts on easily accessible dlscrepaqcy cases in t
éanoi/Haiphong area and on easily recoverab}e remains; to provide
new information on several missing Americans; and to resume

technical meetings in the near future,

i ’ i tlined in the

ater in the year, Vietnam’s cooperation as“ outl the

?ebruary agreeﬁgnt ;topped. Hanoi cited U.S. hostile rhetoric

over Vietnam’s continued occupation of Cambodia, and the sale of
U.S. radar equipment to China as reasons for the setback.

ldress again traveled to New York for meetingg with
;Eagifogii'rggtated Viéinam's promise to accelerate resolutlog of
discrepancy cases in the Hanoi/Haiphong area. He further agregv.tz
focus on resolving cases of Americans llqped by the forme:r_:d li
Cong as died in captivity; to §end.teams into the countryside to
investigate first-hand live-sighting reports; and to continue
Vietnam’s overall commitment to resolve the POW/MIA issue as a
humanitarian endeavor.

Six sets of remains were repatriated by Vietnam and identified as
those of Americans in 1984.

riffiths and Thach next met in New York in March 1985
tc:gilgf:gsésGa U.S. initiative to expa!nd jq:.nt efforts in lcai
comprehensive two-year plan. Thach promised his Government wou d
consider the two-year plan. He also.agreed to expgnd the numbgf z
technical meetings from four to six, or more if necessary; So
expedite the return of remains promised in February to the E. .
technical team; and to reaffirm Vietnam’s focus on Hanoi/Haiphong
discrepancy cases.

i i i triated,
Later that month the remains of six Americans were repa d
including two Americans who were on the PRG list addressed in
Thach’s October 1984 commitment.

i i i i Griffiths and
In July 1985, following dlscuSSlonS‘Flth Cylldress, Lff _
Thach Zéreed'to renew negotiations with senior U.S. officials with
the intention of resolving the POW/MIA issue within two years.

ldress led a U.S. delegation to EHanoi in August 1985 for
ggétings with Acting Foreign Minister Vo Dong Giang. Ith U.s.
proposed a comprehensive two-year work plan to re§olve the .':.ss.ut::.r,1
which included the establishment of a U.S. techq}cal preseifeuls
Hanoi. The technical office was rejected by Hanoi because the :n
rejected Vietnam’s proposal to open a reciprocal Offlceh.lh
Washington. Vietnam offered a counter-propogal to the U.S. whic
included language unrelated to POW/MIA questions.

Both sides agreed to meet again in New York in September.to regolge
differences in the two-year plans. In those.follow~up dlSCHSSlO? ﬂ
the U.S. accepted in principle Vietnam’s unllateral,_two—yeai P':e
with modifications. Vietnam agreed to conduct a joint crash si
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investigation, and pPledged the repatriation of additional american
remains. The U.S. noted that Vietnam’s cooperation on POW/MIA
questions would facilitate an improvement in relations following
the achievement of a peace settlement in Cambodia.

In 1985, 38 sets of remains were repatriated by Vietnam and
identified as those of Americans. This was the largest single
turnover of remains since the end of the war.

In January 1986, Childress and Armitage led a delegation to Hanoi
which included Assistant Secretary of State Paul Wolfowitz and
Griffiths. fTheir meetings with Thach produced an agreement for
cooperative, multiple field activities, and Vietnam’s reaffirmation

of its commitment to investigate live-sighting reports and to all
earlier agreements.

In New York, Childress received assurances that Vietnam would
réesume a schedule of technical level activities
prior commitments, and a promise that Vietnam would increase the

personnel and other resources committed to VNOSMP, Vietnam’s MIA
Office.

The July discussions in Hanoi produced the usual reaffirmations of

accelerated cooperation and humanitarian purpose. Additionally,
Vietnam undertook to:

Hold "very productive* technical level meetings in August and
October;

. Allow consultations between American and Vietnamese forensic
specialists in Vietnam;

. Provide in writing the results of its unilateral
investigations of live sighting reports (few details of which
had theretofore been provided to the U.58.);

. Allow U.S. experts to accompany Vietnamese officials on
investigations in accessible areas:; discuss with the U.S.
specific crash sites for Joint excavation; and

Send another delegation to JCRC and CIL-HI,
By the fall of 1986, it had become abundantly clear to the U.S.
that Vietnam’s agreements and reaffirmations did not translate into

measurable action. U.S. appeals to Vietnam to match deeds with
words were met with repeated assurances of Vietnam’s good faith,
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i to
but did little to produce the level of cooperation necessary
resolve the POW/MIA issue in the agreed-upon, two-year time frame.

In 1986, 13 sets of remains were repatriated by Vietnam and
identified as those of Americans.

Gen. Vesgsey'’s Contributions, 1987-1991

i after months of internal discussion, the Reagan
igmfﬁggﬂfgﬁgz; attempted to overcome the prevailing abgence of
meaningful Vietnamese cooperation on POW/MIA_ que?tlons .b{
appointing General John W. Vessey to be the President’s Specia
Emissary to Vietnam for POW/MIA Affairs.

i ; hi the
ey retired after serving 46 years; his last post was as
gﬁzzrﬁan of the Joint Chiefs of Staff. He returned from retirement
at President Reagan’s request and was awarded the Presidential
Medal of Freedom in 1992 for his efforts on behalf of unaccounted-

for servicemen.

i i i i 1987 to elicit
hildress led a U.S. delegation to Hanoi in May !
gietnam's agreement to receive the President’s emissary. Af;er
difficult negotiations, and a recitation of Hanoi’s grievances with
the United States, Vietmam agreed to accept General Vessey.

i Vesse President Reagan’s instruq;ionq were to
ﬁ:ggﬁfgégﬁsgt;n;he Vié{Qamese to estaplish a'peqpanlsm glth Whéﬁh
to pursue the fullest possible accounting of m1551pg‘Amer1caps.d he
first priority was to ascertain whether any Americans remained in
captivity in Southeast Asia.

i t added to Vessey’s portfolio three hu@apitarlan
gg?egzﬁﬁ;ieime release of former South Vietnamgse pOlltlE%l zﬁd
military officials from so-called ‘"re-education camps"; _te
implementation of the Orderly Depargure Program to reunite
Vietnamese with their families in the United SFates and to galglng
permissions for the emigration of Amerasian chllq;en to the Un%ge
States. Vessey also was authorized by the President to consi gr
Vietnam’s humanitarian concerns and to recommend limited U.S.
initiatives to address some of those concerns.

i has
e to the dedication and skill of Vessey, enormous progress

g:en made toward these objectives. Today, the_re-educathn ca@gs
are empty, the Orderly Departure Progra@. is approaghlng its
successful completion, and there is a_mechanism in place 1n.V1et2§m
which should ultimately provide the United States with the
necessary information to achieve the fullest possible accounting
for our missing men.

i issi i j t 1987. The
Vessey’'s first mission to Vietnam occurred in Augus
firstypriority of his discussions with Thach was to extract g
Tecognition from the Vietnamese of discrepancy cases was require
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thorough investigation of discrepancy cases was required if the
U.S5. was to accept Vietnam’s assurances that it held no American
prisoners.

Vessey succeeded in gaining Vietnam’s acceptance of the view that
resolving discrepancy cases was essential to the accounting

discrepancy cases and on those cases of Americans who were listed
as having died in captivity in the South.

It was further agreed that the focus of discrepancy case
investigations would be on 70 cases which Vessey termed *"most
compelling."” Vietnam agreed to specific measures to accelerate
progress toward accounting for our missing, and to subsequent
meetings of U.S. and Vietnamese eéxperts to facilitate this
progress.

Additionally, both the U.S. and Vietnam affirmed that cooperation
on POW/MIA and on other humanitarian issues would be pursued
separately from other bilateral matters. The U.S. agreed to
address certain humanitarian concerns of Vietnam, and to send a
team of experts to Vietnam to collect information such as

In September 1987, Vessey led a delegation to New York for follow
up discussions with Vietnam’s Deputy Foreign Minister Nguyen Dy
Nien. Vietnam’s cooperation still lagged behind its formal
assurances, and in December Childress traveled to New York to meet
with members of Vietnam’s delegation to the United Nations to urge
more rapid cooperation. Vietnam agreed to hold technical talks in
January 1988.

In 1987, 8 sets of remains were repatriated by Vietnam and
identified as those of Americans.

Vessey met again with Mirister Thach in New York in June 1988.
Along with promises to accelerate cooperation and reaffirmations of
earlier agreements, Thach agreed in principle to permit joint field
surveys and excavations.

In the following months, Vietnam’s cooperation with U.S. efforts
improved substantially. Joint field operations were increased, and
a2 large number of remains were repatriated.

In 1988, 62 sets of remains were repatriated by Vietnam and
identified as those of Americans.

After reappointment by President. Bush as Special Emissary, Vessey
led a delegation to Hanoi in October 1989. 1In addition to seeking
expanded joint field operations, Vessey's negotiations prioritized
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the United States’ need for information from Vietnam’s war
archives.

Thach agreed in the October discussions to search for additional
data regarding discrepancy cases, and to accept for investigation
new discrepancy cases, including those involving Americans who were
lost in areas of Laos controlled by North Vietnam during the war.
Additionally, Thach agreed to expand cooperation in the field,
recognizing the U.S. need for specific data and access to
eyewitnesses.

Vietnam’s familiar reluctance to implement its public and private
assurances with the agreed-upon actions prompted a December 1989
meeting between Deputy Assistant Secretary of State David
Lambertson and Vietnam’'s U.N. Ambassador Trinh Xuan Lang, during
which Lang reaffirmed Vietnam’s promise to increase cooperation.

In 1989, 33 sets of remains were repatriated by Vietnam and
identified as those of Americans.

In September 1990, Vessey and Assistant Secretary of State Richard
Solomon met with Vietnam’s Vice Foreign Minister Le Mai for
discussions on Cambodia and the need to resolve the POW/MIA issue.

Later that month, Secretary of State James A. Baker, III, met in
New York with Foreign Minister Nguyen Co Thach. Baker stressed to
Thach the importance the U.S. attached to resolving the POW/MIA
issue and appealed to Thach for Vietnam’'s full implementation of
the commitments it had undertaken on POW/MIA cooperation,
recognizing that once a Cambodian settlement was achieved, Hanoi’s
cooperation on POW/MIA questions would govern the speed with which
the U.S. and Vietnam improved their relations.

The following month, Thach and his delegation came to Washington
for discussions with Vessey. This was the first visit by a senior
Vietnamese official since the war and was intended to symbolize the
promise of improved relations portended by cooperation on the
POW/MIA issue.

U.S. officials had long suspected that Vietnam’s war-time records
included substantial information about the fate of missing
Americans, Accordingly, Vessey’s efforts were increasingly focused
On securing U.S. access to Vietnamese military archives which
contained this information.

Vessey’s discussions with Thach in Washington yYielded Vietnam’s
8greement to form a joint research "information seeking" team with
the U.S. to locate and make available Vietnamese historical
documents which contained information relevant to POW/MIA cases.

Also during the Washington meeting, Vessey resurrected the U.S.
Proposal to establish a POW/MIA office in Hanoi. He stressed that
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